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Abstract 
This multiple case study examines the use of diversity assessment tools to evaluate how diverse an 
organization’s policies and practices are. In particular, the study seeks to find answers on how such 
tools compare globally. For this purpose, a comparative analysis of eight diversity assessment tools 
was conducted, which was complemented by insights gained from four semi-structured interviews 
with diversity and inclusion experts.  
The findings of this study demonstrate that there does not exist a one-fits-all diversity assessment 
tool, and consequently no universally applicable approach to assess organizational diversity. It 
shows that organizations across the world are subject to varying external factors such as legislative 
and social policies. The study also reveals that each diversity assessment tool was developed within 
a specific local context. Nonetheless, this research finds that across the pre-defined analysis 
criteria the case tools converge in multiple ways. Most importantly, the case tools all include very 
similar domains. This consistency suggests a certain degree of consensus on key components of a 
diversity assessment tool, which permitted the creation of a model for a holistic diversity 
assessment. The model conceptualizes eleven relevant domains to be considered for organizational 
diversity assessment and visualizes their mutual relationship by subordinating them in three 
categories.  
Studying organizational diversity assessment tools is timely and relevant since workforces across 
the world are becoming increasingly diverse. As a result, more and more attention is being paid to 
diversity management in organizations. While numerous reviews on organizational assessment 
exist in the field of cultural competence, studies on organizational assessments in the field of 
diversity are rather scarce and old. In particular, the link to diversity assessment tools has seldomly 
been researched. 
Therefore, this research contributes to existing literature by constituting an up-to-date study of 
organizational diversity assessment, with a particular focus on diversity assessment tools. 
Especially the developed model for a holistic diversity assessment provides a valuable resource and 
opens avenues for future research. For managers, the model can serve as inspiration and guidance 
to develop their own diversity assessment tool. Further, the study equips managers with clear 
instructions and recommendations on how to set up and use a diversity assessment tool. 
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Diversity assessments are becoming increasingly important for organizations around the 
world (Trenerry et al., 2010). Driven by the demographic changes of the population and 
numerous global migration flows, workforces are more diverse than ever before – and the 
trend is rising (Mor Barak, 2016). Logically, a more diverse workforce requires 
organizations to have effective diversity management practices in place. Although the effects 
of a diverse workforce on company performance are ambivalent and widely discussed in the 
literature (e.g. Cox & Blake, 1991; Harrison et al., 1998; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998), 
scholars converge in their opinion that when ensuring an inclusive work environment, a 
diverse workforce can lead to improved creativity and innovation in teams (Phillips, 2014; 
Richard, 2000), financial benefits (Hunt et al., 2015) or better decision making (Cloverpop, 
2017). Therefore, understanding how diverse and inclusive organizations are in terms of 
their policies and practices represents a fundamental step to leverage potential benefits of 
possessing a diverse workforce.  
Such diversity assessments can take place on an individual and organizational level, with the 
former evaluating personal diversity-related behaviors and attitudes, and the latter focusing 
on organization-wide diversity structures, policies, and practices (Olavarria et al., 2005). In 
this thesis, organizational diversity assessments are in the focus. Individual assessments 
were discarded since this study aims at analyzing the business context from a broad, 
organizational perspective. Interestingly, the focus of diversity assessments in the diversity 
literature seems to be on individuals rather than organizations (LaVeist et al., 2008; Kalev 
et al., 2006), which sparks academic interest of studying organizational diversity assessment.  
Conducting organizational diversity assessments is a timely matter and also considered 
valuable among scholars. Evaluating diversity related practices assists in identifying strong- 
and weak-performing areas within an organization, which can ultimately indicate where 
there is potential for improvement (Ford & Evans, 2002; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012; Truong 
et al., 2017). If an organization conducts a diversity assessment repeatedly and considers it 
a systematic and strategic approach to address diversity issues, these improvements can also 




One way for organizations to evaluate their diversity practices is by using an assessment 
instrument. Typically, such a diversity assessment tool is designed in the format of a 
questionnaire, in which multiple domains, i.e. major content areas, and indicators are 
evaluated (Siegel et al., 2002). Other frequently used data collection methods to conduct a 
diversity assessment are interviews, focus groups, or document reviews (e.g.; Truong et al., 
2017; Wentling, 2000). Naturally, organizations are not restricted to one data collection 
method only and can, depending on the available resources, combine multiple methods to 
reduce the potential for bias and conduct an assessment that is as thorough as possible 
(Trenerry & Paradies, 2012).  
1.2 Research Problem 
Based on a comprehensive review of existing literature in the field of diversity research, I 
discovered that there is limited research on organizational diversity assessments (Comer & 
Soliman, 1996; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012). Interestingly, there has been a growing interest 
in diversity management research over the past decades (Roberson, 2019; Yadav & Lenka, 
2020), and numerous studies on organizational assessment exist in the field of cultural 
competence (e.g. Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2005), yet reviews on organizational 
assessments in the field of diversity are rather scarce. In addition to being scarce, the studies 
located for this literature review were predominantly published between 2004 and 2006 
(Bowen, 2004; Harper et al., 2006; Hubbard, 2004; Olavarria et al., 2005), and even the 
newest study (Trenerry & Paradies, 2012) already dates back eight years. Thus, there is a 
need for up-to-date research on organizational diversity assessment.   
This thesis is written as part of a collaborative research project between Business Finland 
and Aalto University School of Business. Business Finland forms part of a government-led, 
cross-administrative program called Talent Boost. Among other things, the Talent Boost 
program aims at connecting foreign talent with Finnish small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs) to nurture their firm-growth and internationalization. Simultaneously, more foreign 
talent could help to reduce the Finnish labor shortage that has been primarily caused  
by decreasing birth rates during the past decades and the retiring post-war generations. 
(TEM, n.d.-a)  
For this purpose, Business Finland has developed a diversity self-assessment tool in the form 
of a survey called Talent Boost Index. The survey provides participating companies with an 




(Business Finland, 2020). Ultimately, the survey follows the goal of encouraging Finnish 
SMEs to recruit international experts. Hiring international workforce could lead to the 
internationalization of the SME while closing the labor shortage gap of the country.  
Besides me, two other master’s thesis students of Aalto University School of Business were 
also part of the research project. For all three theses, the Talent Boost Index is of importance, 
yet the academic goals of the theses vary. The following list explicates the three members 
of our research team and the respective title of each thesis: 
• Johanna Virta: The Role of International Professionals in Firm Internationalization  
• Martta Nieminen: Talent Boost Index: An exploratory study on recruiting and 
leading skilled migrants  
• Rafael Polanco: A Global Comparison of Diversity Assessment Tools 
My thesis topic is the only of the three that focuses on diversity assessment tools. The 
specific research objectives of my study are elaborated in the following chapter.  
1.3 Research Objectives and Research Question 
This study is driven by both academic and practical objectives. Academically, this thesis 
intends to contribute to closing the research gap, which was identified in the previous 
chapter. There is a need for up-to-date reviews on organizational assessments in the diversity 
field, and this study is both recent and specifically focused on diversity, not other related 
fields such as cultural competence. Most importantly, I aim to develop a model for a holistic 
diversity assessment that summarizes in a structured way what diversity assessment domains 
are considered important when conducting a diversity assessment. 
The practical objectives of this thesis are twofold. First and foremost, I aim to equip 
managers with comprehensive findings on how to set up and conduct a diversity assessment. 
Further, my research aims at providing Business Finland with specific insights on their 
assessment tool. More precisely, I will evaluate the Talent Boost Index in comparison to 
other diversity assessment tools and provide Business Finland with improvement 
suggestions for their tool.  
Based on these abovementioned academic and practical research objectives, I formulate the 
underlying research question (RQ) of my study as follows: 




The research question is intentionally formulated rather broadly and is not followed by any 
further sub-questions. Instead, I define multiple analysis criteria in the methodology section, 
which assist in guiding my research and finding a systematic response to the research 
question. Consequently, the research question determines the design of my research and 
clearly impacts which methodological approach is most appropriate for the study.  
1.4 Research Design  
Due to the nature of my research question, I decided to base this study on a qualitative 
research design. More concretely, I chose to conduct a multiple case study. The case study 
approach is particularly suitable for this study as my research question is clearly of a 
comparative nature (see Dillon, 1984). To find an answer to how diversity assessment tools 
compare, logically, multiple diversity assessment tools have to be analyzed. 
In accordance with Eisenhardt’s (1989) suggestion of limiting the number of cases to four 
to ten, I chose eight diversity assessment tools as my cases. The selection process of these 
tools followed a rigorous and highly systematic approach, which was guided by pre-defined 
case inclusion criteria. To complement the empirical findings of the diversity assessment 
tools, I conducted four semi-structured interviews with diversity and inclusion experts. 
These interviews contribute to an understanding of what aspects are considered important 
for a diversity assessment from a practitioner’s point of view.  
To analyze the data systematically, I divided the process into two parts. First, each diversity 
assessment tool was analyzed individually (within-case analysis). Then, the tools were 
evaluated against each other and compared to the findings of the literature review and expert 
interviews (cross-case analysis). For both parts, predefined analysis parameters served as the 
guideline for the analysis process. (see Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008) 
1.5 Thesis Structure 
This thesis is divided into six distinct chapters. After the introduction, I conduct a review of 
existing diversity literature, which focuses on three larger areas. First, the global context of 
diversity management is outlined. Second, I introduce the research field of diversity by 
providing a definition of diversity and discussing the effects of diversity on organizational 
performance. The third part, and core of the literature review, then presents the topic of 
organizational diversity assessment. At the end of the second chapter, the findings of the 




In the third chapter, I then discuss my research methodology. Here, I explicate my 
philosophical position and research design first. Then, I provide a detailed elaboration of my 
data collection process and particularly emphasize the search and selection process of the 
case tools. Afterward, my data analysis process is presented, which introduces, among other 
things, the explicit analysis criteria for the within- and cross-case analysis. In the last part of 
the chapter, I evaluate limitations of my research approach and consider ethical concerns.  
After having a theoretical foundation and the underlying methodology of this research 
established, the fourth chapter introduces the first empirical findings in the form of the 
within-case analysis. Here, I present the eight diversity assessment tools individually, which 
are analyzed in-depth through the lens of the predefined analysis parameters.  
The fifth chapter presents the findings of the cross-case analysis and discusses these 
critically. At first, I synthesize the findings of the empirical analysis of the eight diversity 
assessment tools with the findings obtained from the literature review and the insights from 
the four conducted expert interviews. Based on this foundation, I then present a model for a 
holistic diversity assessment. Given the special role of Business Finland’s assessment tool, 
I conclude the section by evaluating the Talent Boost Index against the other case tools and 
derive recommendations for improvement.  
In the sixth and final part of this thesis, I conclude with a summary of the main findings and 
provide an answer to the research question. Moreover, I explicate theoretical and managerial 
implications, and express the limitations of my study which permit me to derive avenues for 
future research.  
While the thesis structure clearly follows a linear structure, I want to point out that, in line 
with a qualitative research approach, the write-up and analysis process was much more 
iterative. The literature review, for instance, was only partly completed prior to conducting 
the data collection and analysis. Inspired by preliminary findings from the data analysis 
phase, I returned to conducting a more thorough literature review that aligned with the 





2 LITERATURE REVIEW   
This thesis aims at understanding how diversity assessment tools compare globally. 
However, to comprehend the foundations of the empirical analysis, there are certain 
terminology that need to be defined first. Moreover, it is fruitful to review the findings of 
previous research on diversity management as well as practices of diversity assessment. 
For this purpose, this literature review is divided into four parts. The first part reviews 
multiple factors that shape the context of diversity management and thus may influence 
organizations in their efforts to conduct a diversity assessment. Here, I also define four main 
perspectives to diversity management, which are particularly relevant for the empirical 
analysis. Thereafter, the research field of diversity is introduced, the multiple facets of 
diversity are defined, and the effects of diversity on business performance are critically 
discussed. Next, I discuss existing practices and studies that analyze how diversity can be 
assessed in organizations. This third part represents the core of the literature review since it 
explains the purpose of diversity assessment tools, how they can be set up, and what needs 
to be considered when using them. At the end of the literature review, the key findings are 
then summarized, and conclusions are drawn. By comparing and evaluating the key findings 
of previous studies, I provide an answer to my research questions from an academic 
perspective.  
2.1 The Global Context of Diversity Management 
The topic of diversity has received increased attention during this year. One key factor for 
this is the Black Lives Matter movement. Even though the movement originated in the U.S. 
already in 2013, it was only this May that the death of George Floyd triggered a wave of 
international support for the movement in over 60 countries across the world (Shaw & 
Kidwai, 2020). The aim of the movement is to fight racism against black people and raise 
the overall awareness of the human-rights violations against them (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 
2017). What the widespread support of the movement has demonstrated is that racism- and 
discrimination-related issues are familiar to most societies, and that these problems of 
systematic racial injustices have been neglected by many governments for too long.  
Consequently, the Black Lives Matter protests have added urgency to the global discussion 
of inequalities at work as well (Faragher, 2020). And even though racial inequalities are in 




equitably in the workplace (Faragher, 2020). Sparked by these discussions, stakeholders 
such as local communities or a company’s own employees and investors have developed 
high expectations towards employers, pressuring them to achieve tangible progress in 
increasing workplace diversity and inclusion (Chan & DiMauro, 2020). In that way, the 
population generates a significant societal pressure onto organizations, hereby making it a 
great and timely example to underline the growing importance of addressing diversity and 
inclusion at the workplace.  
This subchapter elaborates on a number of factors, similar to the Black Lives Matter 
movement, that have shaped the context of diversity management in the past and continue 
to influence it presently. These factors are divided into (1) legislative policies, (2) social 
policies, and (3) global demographic trends, which I analyze respectively.  
At the end of this chapter, I then holistically summarize the different rationales that 
encourage organizations to address diversity management and define four main approaches 
to diversity management. The purpose of evaluating the perspectives to diversity 
management is to comprehend what aspects influence organizations in their efforts to 
address diversity within their organizations, and potentially conduct diversity assessments. 
This gained knowledge is particularly relevant in the empirical part of thesis, when I analyze 
the context in which each diversity assessment tool emerged.  
2.1.1 Legislation 
Diversity management is influenced by anti-discrimination and equal employment 
opportunity laws. Especially since the second half of the 20th century, there has been a 
significant increase in new legislations across the world. More and more countries 
introduced laws to protect their citizens from workplace harassment and discrimination. The 
origin of this trend dates back to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights by the United 
Nations in 1948, which today, seven decades later, still continues to form the basis for all 
international human right laws. (Mor Barak, 2016) 
Shortly after the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, the U.S. adopted a 
forerunner role in introducing civil rights legislation, particularly in form of Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 which outlaws employment discrimination based on race, color, 
sex, religion, and national origin (U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, n.d.). 
From the U.S., legislation trends then spread to Europe where constitutional provisions were 




compared to the U.S. (Academy of European Law, n.d.; Mor Barak, 2016). Despite this 
legislative forerunner role of the U.S. and Europe, in the 1980s and 1990s, constitutional 
revisions and the implementation of laws against discrimination and harassment at the 
workplace spread to most democratic and many non-democratic countries worldwide 
(Klarsfeld et al., 2014). 
While the previous paragraphs clearly showcase that multiple laws around diversity 
management were established across the world, there does not exist direct legislation for 
diversity management in organizations (Louvrier, 2013). In any case, however, existing laws 
on equal employment opportunity and anti-discrimination indirectly regulate and put 
pressure on organizations to address the issue of diversity – albeit not with a clear mandate 
(Özbilgin & Tatli, 2008). For example, the unfair treatment of workers and thus failure to 
comply with such anti-discrimination laws can lead to costly consequences caused by 
lawsuits filed by employees (Mor Barak, 2016). Therefore, organizations are clearly 
interested in managing their diverse workforce in accordance to respective legislative 
policies in order to prevent such incidents from happening.  
Consequently, this permits to draw the conclusion that from a legislative perspective, 
diversity management can be seen as a reactive, extrinsically driven activity that is 
predominantly concerned with complying with anti-discrimination and equal employment 
opportunity laws. An alternative perspective to diversity is now presented in the next 
subchapter.  
2.1.2 Social Policies 
Social policies emerged from the notion that discrimination of all kind has been present and 
institutionalized over hundreds of years and cannot be rectified by banning such actions 
through laws alone (Mor Barak, 2016). In particular, opponents of such laws argue that the 
laws are not specific enough, hereby leaving organizations with plenty of freedom in terms 
of the integration of diversity management measures (Dobbin et al., 2011; Köllen, 2019). 
Contrary to the reactive, extrinsically driven compliance with legislative policies, social 
practices represent a more proactive, intrinsically driven approach to fight discrimination in 
the workplace (Burstein, 1994). Such social policies actively aim to prevent unequal 
treatment and discrimination by providing advantages to those groups that have been 
discriminated in the past (Alon, 2015). These social practices can be summarized under the 




Essentially, affirmative or positive actions have two main goals. On the one hand, they aim 
to reverse past discrimination by providing disadvantaged groups with better opportunities. 
On the other hand, they aspire to have a greater representation of traditionally discriminated 
groups in higher job positions (e.g. leadership). (Mor Barak, 2016). In that way, affirmative 
actions can be seen as intervention measures. It is crucial to point out, however, that 
originally, they were intended to be of temporary duration only (Alon, 2015). Ideally, 
affirmative actions can be withdrawn once sufficient justice has been achieved. Considering 
the current situation of equality in 2020, however, it seems to me that affirmative actions 
will continue to be of organizational relevance since full equality between disadvantaged 
groups are by no means achieved yet.  
While achieving social justice is, undoubtedly, necessary and highly important, some 
criticism is raised about using affirmative actions for this purpose. Some scholars complain 
that by favoring a particular group through these initiatives, other groups are now being 
discriminated (Lynch, 1989; Mor Barak, 2016). This type of preferential hiring could also 
lead to the selection of unsuitable people for a particular job (Mor Barak, 2016). Building 
up on the preferential hiring, Crosby et al. (2006) point out that discriminated people may 
also feel demotivated or self-doubting if they become aware that they were chosen for the 
position in order to fill a quota.  
Interestingly, there does also exist some legislative framework for affirmative actions. In the 
U.S., for example, the in 1965 signed Executive Order 11246 obliged federal agencies, as 
well as any companies of a particular size that do business with the federal government, to 
have affirmative action plans (Crosby et al., 2006). This demonstrates that legislative 
policies and affirmative actions by no means have to be mutually exclusive. On the contrary, 
I very much believe that in practice they go hand-in-hand and are both factors that influence 
organizations in their diversity management practices. Jonsen et al. (2011) share this belief 
and argue that legal mechanisms need to be closely tied to social mechanisms in order to 
result in equality. 
One concrete example for a proactive social policy are Diversity Charters. Diversity Charters 
are cooperative initiatives to promote diversity in organizations. They originated from the 
Charte Diversité that was introduced in France in 2003 but have since then become a well-
established social policy worldwide (Jablonski & Schwarzenbart, 2011). Its core idea is a 
certificate, a charter, that lists concrete action steps and commitments for the cooperating 




promote diversity, fairness, and equal opportunities for its staff, regardless of their diverse 
background (European Commission, n.d.). Since Diversity Charters are voluntary initiatives, 
organizations that do commit to become a signatory therefore demonstrate their intrinsic 
motivation and proactive thinking towards diversity management.  
2.1.3 Global Demographic Trends 
After diversity related legislative and social policies were described in the previous sections, 
this subchapter presents relevant global demographic trends and explains how they have 
significant implications for diversity management.  
Over the past two centuries the world has experienced an unprecedented growth of its 
population – and the world’s population continues to grow. A projection of the United 
Nations (2019) estimates that the world population will grow from the current 7.7. billion 
(2019) to 9.7 billion in 2050 and almost 11 billion in 2100. Interestingly however, the 
respective population growth rates of different countries and continents vary greatly. For 
example, while Sub-Saharan Africa will almost double their population by 2050, population 
in Northern America and Europe is expected to increase by only 2% (United Nations, 2019). 
The two main drivers for population growth are fertility and mortality. Even though 
advances in health care caused an increase in global life expectancy over the past years – 
which is projected to continue in the future – mortality is not the determining factor for the 
varying growth rates (Mor Barak, 2016). Instead, these can be accounted to the continuously 
falling birth rates in most countries across the world (United Nations, 2019). Given these 
varying population growth rates caused by the deviating birth rates, nations across the globe 
face challenging dynamics. Countries with low birthrates face labor shortages and are in 
demand of workforce, whereas countries with high birthrates are often overpopulated 
leading to unemployment (Mor Barak, 2016). In general, developed countries tend to be on 
the demanding, or pulling side for workforce, whereas developing countries struggle with 
high birthrates, overpopulation, and thus unemployment (Mor Barak, 2016).  
As consequence to these local challenges and the push and pull relationship between the 
developing and developed countries, population across the globe migrate. It is for this 
reason, that the United Nations (2019), in fact, identified international migration as the third 
driver of demographic change, following fertility and mortality. Another interesting 
perspective to international migration is provided by Coale & Zelnik (2015). The authors 




can be used to “offset” population declines that were caused by the low birthrates in 
respective countries (Coale & Zelnik, 2015). Besides job-related migration, there are of 
course other factors that can lead to international migration as well. Political insecurities, 
violence, wars, or environmental crises are equally responsible for the shift of population 
between countries (Naudé, 2008).  
Figure 1 visualizes these push and pull factors of international migration caused by global 
demographic trends and socioeconomic situations. It is to be noted, however, that I only 
demonstrate those factors in the figure that are directly influenced or caused by humans since 
they represent a more predictable picture of the push and pull relationship between 
developing and developed countries. Environmental catastrophes, which can obviously also 
lead to significant migration flows, are therefore not included in the figure.  
 
Figure 1. Push and Pull Factors of International Migration 
(Based on Mor Barak, 2016: p. 139) 
Naturally, the international migration flows across the world have a strong impact on 
organizations in each country. A greater influx of migrants within a country leads to 
workforce becoming increasingly diverse. Consequently, organizations are very likely to 
show a strong interest in diversity management, and potentially consider evaluating their 
current practices with the help of a diversity assessment tool. However, the effective 
management of the diverse workforce is not solely of interest for organizations. National 
economies are equally interested in an effective and trouble-free management of their 
diverse workforce since a country can then brand itself with their capabilities of welcoming 
foreigners (Mor Barak, 2016).  








Both push and pull factors lead to international migration, 
and thus a more diverse global workforce.
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2.1.4 Perspectives to Diversity Management 
Throughout the first three sections, I discussed multiple rationales that can encourage 
organizations to address diversity management. Such rationales can also be described as 
perspectives or approaches to diversity management. To provide a clear overview of these 
different perspectives, I conclude this chapter by establishing four main perspectives to 
diversity management, namely being (1) social justice, (2) the business case, (3) needs, and 
(4) compliance.  
I derived these perspectives by converging the opinions of multiple scholars. Therefore, in 
the following paragraphs, I first highlight some classifications of diversity management 
perspectives provided by scholars. At the end of this section, I then summarize those four 
main perspectives and subordinate them in a matrix (see Figure 2).  
One predominant classification of approaches to diversity management is provided by Ely 
& Thomas (2001). In essence, they argue that there are three different work group diversity 
perspectives. Firstly, ‘integration and learning' which aims at diversifying workforce to 
improve internal work processes. Secondly, ‘access and legitimacy’ which encompasses the 
rationale of gaining access to as well as legitimacy with diverse customers and markets. The 
authors add that the business case for diversity (e.g. Cox & Blake, 1991) constitutes this 
rationale. And thirdly, ‘discrimination and fairness’ which refers to a perspective that aims 
to achieve justice and eliminate discrimination. (Ely & Thomas, 2001) 
When analyzing these three perspectives provided by Ely & Thomas (2001), it can be 
observed that they partly overlap with the discussion on social policies in Chapter 2.1.2 
(discrimination and fairness). Moreover, it is fruitful to highlight the business case for 
diversity. As I will present in Chapter 2.2, the effects of diversity on business performance 
can be ambiguous, yet many scholars have predominantly started to conceptualize diversity 
from a strategic perspective, hereby creating the business case for diversity (e.g. Cox, 1991).  
Another noteworthy classification is provided by Köllen (2019). As result of his critical 
review of diversity management literature, the author established two main reasons for 
implementing diversity management: legitimacy and compliance. In terms of legitimacy, 
Köllen (2019) distinguishes between moral and economic legitimacy with the former 
relating to the moral praiseworthiness to achieve social justice and the latter referring to the 
business case for diversity. Compliance, on the other hand, relates to the necessity of having 




has been discussed at the beginning of this chapter as well. While Ely & Thomas (2001) do 
not directly address compliance, but rather a company’s moral obligations when discussing 
‘discrimination and fairness’, there is still an overlap between the authors in terms of the 
legitimacy and business case perspectives. 
Consequently, the previous paragraphs helped to extract the social justice, business case, and 
compliance perspectives to diversity management, albeit the slightly differing terminology 
used in the literature. Especially the distinction between social justice and the business case 
is popular among scholars (e.g. Louvrier, 2013; Tomlinson & Schwabenland, 2010).  
One final perspective to diversity, which I have not come across that frequently in the 
literature, is what I call the ‘needs-perspective’. This perspective includes external factors 
other than laws which organizations might motivate to diversity their workforce. Global 
demographic trends would, in my opinion, fall under this category. An organization might, 
for example, put more attention to diversity management when they become aware that the 
country in which they are operating is facing a national labor shortage. This would generate 
an extrinsically driven need to diversify their workforce with foreigners.  
To conclude, there are multiple perspectives to diversity management which, for the purpose 
of this thesis, I defined as (1) social justice, (2) the business case, (3) needs, and (4) 
compliance. In order to distinguish these perspectives one level further, I decided to 
subordinate them in a matrix based on their motivational and behavioral background. This 
means that I reflected whether each perspective is intrinsically or extrinsically motivated and 
whether it represents a proactive behavior or reactive response. I believe that this distinction 
is valuable to comprehend an organization’s motivation to work on diversity management, 
and consequently its potential reasoning for wanting to conduct a diversity assessment. 
Figure 2 captures this classification.  
In my opinion, which is strongly founded in this literature review, the social justice rationale 
represents the only truly intrinsically driven approach to diversity since it is solely based on 
the organization’s moral values. While the business case for diversity is also proactive in 
nature, its motivation is grounded in the desired benefits of possessing a diverse workforce. 
Lastly, both the needs and compliance perspective represent extrinsically driven rationales 






Figure 2. Perspectives to Diversity Management 
On a final note, I want to reiterate that the perspectives to diversity management are by no 
means limited to these four. Further, it is important to highlight that they are in no way 
mutually exclusive but, on the contrary, very likely to coexist (Köllen, 2019; Louvrier, 
2013). For instance, an organization might start their diversity management efforts due to 
their compliance with respective laws but then develop a more proactive approach driven by 
the employees’ personal moral compass to work towards social justice of minorities. In that 
way, shifts between the different perspectives are likely to occur. Köllen (2019) argues, 
however, that typically there tends to be one rational that is more dominant than another.  
2.2 The Research Field of Diversity  
After the global context of diversity management was presented in the previous chapter, this 
chapter takes a closer look at diversity research. In particular, I emphasize three main topics. 
First, the historical development of diversity research is outlined. Second, the multiple 
potential definitions of diversity are introduced and then discussed in the light of the different 
dimensions of diversity. Third, the ambiguous effects of diversity on business performance 
are presented. 
2.2.1 Development of Diversity Research 
Even though the topic of diversity has been studied in anthropology for over 150 years 
already, it is only in the last 40 years that diversity has been increasingly addressed in the 
field of management literature (Jonsen et al., 2011; Yadav & Lenka, 2020). Environmental 
and societal changes, including migration, legislation, the demographic changes in 




























been contributing to diversity receiving increased attention (D’Netto et al., 2014; Triandis, 
et al., 1994; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). These changes have also contributed to a shift in 
the focus of diversity research over the past decades that, according to Otaye-Ebede (2018) 
can be classified into the following three pillars: (1) problem-oriented diversity, (2) the 
business case of diversity, and (3) diversity & inclusion.  
 
Figure 3. Diversity Research: From Problems, over Business Case to Inclusion 
(Based on Otaye-Ebede, 2018) 
Interestingly, it can be observed that Otaye-Ebede’s (2018) pillars of diversity research 
partly overlap with the rationales that organizations use to address diversity management 
(see Chapter 2.1.4). Yet, the paragraphs below grant additional insights into how these 
perspectives to diversity management have shifted over time.  
First, in the 1980s and 90s, after diversity management spread from the U.S. and had gained 
a foothold across the world, diversity research was primarily driven by the problems 
connected to diversity and its legislative issues (Shore et al., 2009). Diversity research 
especially addressed the issues of unequal treatment, discrimination, and bias at the 
workplace. In this light, two areas frequently discussed by scholars were equal employment 
opportunity practices and tokenism (Jonsen et al., 2011; Otaye-Ebede, 2018). Equal 
employment opportunity refers to legislative policies put into place to guarantee fair and 
equal access for everyone to job development opportunities in organizations. Tokenism 
describes the malicious process of hiring people from minority groups only to appear more 
equal and diverse from the outside (Jonsen et al., 2011). 
Since the beginning of the 90s, however, early diversity scholars like Cox (1991) and 
Thomas (1990) started to conceptualize diversity management as a strategic activity to 
improve business performance. Therefore, the second pillar of diversity management’s 
research history could be described as a shift towards considering diversity as a business 




diversity on business performance. Whether diversity in fact leads to an improved business 
performance, or might have other effects, is discussed in Section 2.2.3.  
Finally, the last pillar of diversity research addresses the need to incorporate inclusive 
actions into diversity management to fully leverage the benefits of diversity. A simple 
analogy for the relationship between diversity and inclusion is provided by Tapia (2009: 
p.12) who differentiates the two terms by stating that “diversity is the mix, inclusion is 
making the mix work”. In order to make the mix work, organizations need to ensure that 
everyone feels included and is treated accordingly. Therefore, Tapia’s (2009) analogy 
demonstrates that inclusion is an active and participatory process, whereas diversity solely 
describes a situation in which people with diverse backgrounds are present. Furthermore, as 
the previously mentioned concept of equal employment opportunities has indicated, 
diversity can be imposed by legislative power, while inclusion merely relies on voluntary 
actions within an organization (Winters, 2014). Hence, inclusion requires concrete actions 
within an organization. Why such concrete inclusive actions are crucial is discussed in 
Section 2.2.3.  
2.2.2 Multiple Definitions and Dimensions of Diversity 
Since the term diversity is so broad and of such a universal use across different fields (e.g. 
biology, psychology, sociology, or economics), there is no uniform definition for diversity. 
Even within the organizational study field, scholars still diverge in their definitions. 
Therefore, this section provides some clarity on the various potential definitions by 
explaining the different dimensions of diversity.  
When defining diversity, people most commonly think about visible characteristics of 
another person. Typically, these include a person’s gender, age, or ethnicity. However, 
diversity goes beyond these apparent characteristics and encompasses multiple, more 
complex, attributes of diversity.  
One possible way of categorizing the different definitions of diversity was taken by Mor 
Barak (2016). She distinguishes between narrow-category based, broad-category based, and 
diversity definitions that are based on a conceptual rule. These three types of definitions are 
not mutually exclusive, however. Narrow definitions are mostly limited to seeing diversity 
as pure demographic differences such as age, gender, or race (Mor Barak, 2016). They 
usually are also restricted to a particular study and measure. Broad-category definitions refer 




specialty (Dobbs, 1996). Especially diversity scholars such as Thomas & Ely (1996) or 
Jackson et al. (1995) are supporters of broader definitions of diversity, since they prefer a 
definition that includes all ways in which team members in an organization can differ. Lastly, 
the conceptual rule definitions refer to differences in perspectives and perceptions (Mor 
Barak, 2016). This latter categorization aligns with Triandis (1996) who defines diversity as 
a social construct, meaning that diversity is interpreted in social processes with others. In a 
similar vein, Garcia-Prieto (2003) argues that diversity categories are culture specific, 
meaning that a category that is considered important in one context, may be defined as less 
important in a different context.  
Another, even more predominant classification of diversity emerged from Harrison et al. 
(1998). The authors distinguish between surface-level and deep-level diversity, which are 
terms that have been adopted and complemented by many researchers. Surface-level 
diversity is understood as differences that are more immediately apparent, such as age, 
gender, visible disabilities, nationality, sexual orientation, or ethnicity (Harrison et al., 
1998). In Mor Barak’s (2016) framework, surface-level diversity represents the equivalent 
to the narrow-category based definitions of diversity.  
On the contrary, deep-level diversity refers to differences of a psychological nature such as 
values, attitudes, or personality (Harrison et al., 1998). Mor Barak’s (2016) broad-category 
and conceptual rule definitions correspond to such deep-level diversity definitions. In the 
diversity literature, scholars use varying terms like cognitive/ acquired diversity (e.g. 
knowledge or perspectives), value diversity (e.g. influenced by religion or culture), or 
informational diversity (e.g. work experience or educational background) to define deep-
level diversity (e.g. Page, 2007; Phillips et al., 2011). Regardless of the respective 
categorization, however, they all share the same characteristics: deep-level characteristics 
are hardly visible, less permanent than surface-level diversity, meaning that they can easily 
change, and might take time to emerge in a group (Harvey & Allard, 2015).  
Despite the clear classifications of the two dimensions, Phillips & Loyd (2006) emphasize 
that the dimensions logically coexist in group constellations and can therefore cause very 
different dynamics, which need to be considered when assessing diversity. Just because 
people do not seem diverse, e.g. same gender, ethnicity, and age, it is very likely that they 
are in fact more diverse than one would expect, due to their individual personalities, 




Interestingly, there is also a wide gap between research regarding surface-level and deep-
level diversity. Jackson et al. (2003) estimate that approximately 89 percent of the diversity 
research analyzes observable, or surface, traits. As the main reason for this, scholars argue 
that studies concerning deep-level characteristics are harder to operationalize since finding 
a research setting with demographic diversity traits is considered easier, and hence more 
convenient (Harrison et al., 1998; Jackson et al., 2003; Pelled, 1996). In addition to the 
benefits associated with operationalization, scholars also claim that demographic attributes 
and their effects on organizations are much easier to measure than cognitive diversity 
(Harrison et al., 1998; Jackson et al., 1995; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Pelled, 1996).  
2.2.3 Ambiguous Effects of Diversity 
The literature review of this thesis concludes that there are inconsistent findings about the 
effects of diversity (Cox & Blake, 1991; Harrison et al., 1998; Horwitz, 2007; Williams & 
O’Reilly, 1998). This section presents how scholars’ studies found ambiguous effects of 
possessing a diverse workforce. Furthermore, I highlight challenges that may come with 
increasing diversity and present criticism raised by some scholars.  
One common benefit of diversity is the enhanced creativity and innovation within teams 
(Phillips, 2014; Richard, 2000). Richard (2000) specifies further that in particular cultural 
diversity has a great potential to positively impact team performance. Especially if an 
organization has customers in foreign countries, the knowledge of culturally diverse workers 
can be leveraged to, e.g., help match a product to a new market. In addition, scholars 
acknowledge the unique cognitive attributes (deep-level diversity) which individuals bring 
to the team, encouraging constructive debates and hereby potentially leading to improved 
decision quality (Cox & Blake, 1991; Richard, 2000; Williams & O’Reilly,1998). 
Not only scholars, but also practitioners, commonly in the form of management 
consultancies, have contributed with research findings regarding the effects of diversity. One 
study by Cloverpop (2017), an enterprise decision-making platform, reports that teams that 
are gender, age, and ethnically diverse make better decisions up to 87% of the time. 
Moreover, McKinsey & Company has conducted a study analyzing the financial effects of 
diversity. The study found that a diverse workforce within an organization outperforms non-
diverse workforces financially (Hunt et al., 2015). The insight that also practitioners research 
the effects of diversity is of value for this thesis since it demonstrates that there is an interest 




mentioned above showcase that practitioners predominantly focus on researching the 
business case of diversity. I would assume that this is due to the fact that financial impacts 
spark the greatest interest of organizations.    
However, managing a diverse workforce comes at a cost. Phillips (2014) notes that key-
challenges of social diversity can include discomfort, less cohesions, and rougher 
interactions within a group, hereby contrasting the aforesaid view of constructive discussions 
held in diverse teams. Other scholars address these issues more generically as ‘friction and 
conflicts’ that might arise as a consequence of increased diversity (Harrison et al., 1998; 
Jackson, 2011; Pelled, 1996). Ultimately, these endanger the performance of a business, 
since requiring time to reach consensus, can delay the process of decision making, for 
example (Horwitz, 2007).   
In addition to the inconsistent findings of how diversity effects work in organizations, 
scholars also raise criticism concerning the settings and design of diversity research. That is 
that the findings are not widely applicable due to the different meanings of diversity and its 
management in different cultures (Francesco & Gold, 2005; Magoshi & Chang, 2009; Mor 
Barak, 2016). Jonsen et al. (2011) and Roberson (2019) add that the diversity research itself 
is not diverse, since most diversity studies are conducted in Anglo-Saxon countries and 
rarely in multi-national settings. Of course, this clearly calls into question how universally 
research findings can be applied when they have been conducted under a very specific 
context. Despite the Anglo-Saxon dominance in diversity research, according to Klarsfeld 
et al. (2014), there is, however, no significant divergence in the shape of diversity practices 
on a global scale. 
Notwithstanding the uncertainties about the effects of diversity, scholars converge in one 
interesting notion. They argue that positive effects of a diverse workforce are not achieved 
by hiring, e.g., more cultural or gender diverse employees alone (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004). 
Instead, they emphasize how important the role of inclusive diversity management is, which 
aligns with the previously mentioned statement: “diversity is the mix, inclusion is making 
the mix work” (Tapia, 2009: p. 12). In summary, it can therefore be concluded that diversity 
can generate strong benefits for a company, as long as the company does not stop at diversity 






2.3 Assessing Diversity in Organizations 
An organizational diversity assessment refers to the evaluation of diversity related policies 
and practices within an organization. This assessment process is considered as an essential 
measure to determine strong- and weak-performing areas within an organization, and 
ultimately derive areas for improvement (e.g. Olavarria et al., 2005; Truong et al., 2017). 
The process of assessing diversity in organizations can, however, be rather complicated. This 
chapter therefore discusses common practices and considerations for conducting an 
organizational assessment to gain a comprehensive overview of the process. For this 
purpose, I divided the chapter into three sections.  
First, I provide relevant distinctions between various forms of assessment and accentuate the 
overall importance of conducting an assessment. Afterward, the subsequent two sections 
look into how organizations can conduct assessment process through an instrument. Here, 
various factors that need to be taken into consideration when setting up a diversity 
assessment tool are addressed in Section 2.3.2. Then, I discuss in Section 2.3.3 how 
organizations should use such a tool and what they should take into account to make the 
assessment as fruitful as possible.  
2.3.1  Definitions and Importance of Organizational Assessments 
Despite a growing interest in diversity management over the past decades (e.g. Yadav & 
Lenka, 2020), there is limited research on organizational diversity assessments found in the 
literature (Comer & Soliman, 1996; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012). However, since 
organizational assessment is a process not exclusively relevant in diversity management, 
there are other fields on which I can draw upon to paint a comprehensive picture of how to 
prepare and conduct an organizational assessment.  
One predominant field outside of diversity management that I encountered during my 
literature review is cultural competence. Pearson et al. (2007, p. 54) provide the following 
definition for cultural competence within an organizational context, which clearly 
demonstrates how closely related it is to diversity management: 
“Culturally competent practices are a congruent set of workforce behaviours, 
management practices and institutional policies within a practice setting resulting 
in an organisational environment that is inclusive of cultural and other forms of 
diversity.” 




Cultural competence emerged in the health care context and contrary to diversity 
management, organizational assessment is a well-developed approach in the field of cultural 
competence (Trenerry & Paradies, 2012). This strong cultural competence focus, 
particularly related to health care, becomes overt in the next subchapter. Despite Harper et 
al.’s (2006) argument that there is congruence in definitions and approaches to 
organizational assessment in both fields, the strong focus on health care can affect the 
implications that can be drawn from the cultural competence field onto diversity 
management.  
Assessment Forms 
There are several forms an assessment can take. For this thesis, it is crucial to provide some 
clarifications between these forms and explicitly highlight the terminology I use throughout 
this study. In particular, I clarify the meanings of three opposing forms of assessment: 
individual vs organizational assessment, internal vs external assessment, and quantitative 
vs qualitative assessment. There are, of course, further distinctive characteristics that can 
exist between assessment instruments, some of which are discussed in Section 2.3.2.  
The first clarification relates to the difference between an individual and an organizational 
assessment. Apart from the obvious distinction between an individual person opposed to an 
organization, Olavarria et al. (2005) differentiate them further. According to the authors, 
individual assessments observe personal attitudes and behaviors, whereas organizational 
assessments evaluate “a set of congruent attitudes, practices, policies, and structures that 
come together in a system or agency” (Olavarria et al., 2005: p. 3). Consequently, an 
organizational assessment is capable of, and very likely to, incorporate the evaluation of 
individuals in its process in order adequately comprehend the attitudes and practices within 
an organization.  
Surprisingly, however, according to LaVeist et al. (2008) and Kalev et al. (2006), there 
seems to be a stronger focus on individual rather than organizational assessment of cultural 
competence and diversity in the literature. While the authors unfortunately do not provide 
any justifications for this phenomenon, I assume that it could be explained by the increased 
shift from diversity towards inclusion, and thus the focus of the individual (see Section 
2.2.1). Nonetheless, I am surprised by this dominance since the individual and organizational 
assessments are so closely related to each other and support for diversity and cultural 
competence is required at all levels of the organizations, not only at the individual level 




The second fundamental clarification I want to provide is a distinction between internal and 
external organizational assessments. In the literature, these two terms are not that frequently 
used, but instead distinguished through the prefix ‘self’, consequently referring to self-
assessment and assessment. The difference between the two forms is fairly simple and self-
explanatory. A self-assessment describes the holistic evaluation process of an organization 
conducted by the organization itself (internally), whereas assessment refers to the evaluation 
conducted by an outside (external) party or with their assistance (Ford & Evans, 2006). 
Traditionally, this outside assistance consist of support by consultants, who, particularly in 
the field of diversity, frequently happen to have a strong scholarly background (Trenerry & 
Paradies, 2012).  
Even though deciding to conduct an external assessment is certainly more expensive than 
an internal assessment, it brings two main benefits with it. Firstly, an external party reduces 
potential bias by providing an independent perspective to a process (Trenerry & Paradies, 
2012). Secondly, and potentially as consequence of the first argument, the involvement of 
consultants transmits more credibility within an organization, meaning that it gives 
legitimacy to the assessment (Ford & Evans, 2002). Interestingly, some organizations decide 
to hire external consultants to develop and/ or conduct an organizational assessment, even 
though they possess an existing, readily available tool in the company (Ford & Evans, 2002). 
That is because these organization believe that the findings will be more credible to the 
leadership and employees if they were obtained by someone who counts as an expert in the 
field.  
Although not strongly emphasized in the literature, I want to clarify that organizations do 
not necessarily have to conduct a purely internal or external assessment. External assistance 
can, for example, only be sought during the development process of an assessment tool. The 
actual assessment process could then be conducted internally. Truong et al. (2017, p. 473) 
touch on this topic briefly by stating that some organizational assessment tools have 
“potential for self-assessment”, meaning that organizations can use an assessment 
instrument without external help once they comprehend it sufficiently. In that way, 
organizations have the possibility to convey credibility among their employees if they 
affiliate an assessment tool with a renowned consulting company or scholar, for example 
(Ford & Evans, 2002).  
The third distinction that needs to be made is between quantitative and qualitative 




organizations need to decide if the components of their tool should be of a qualitative or 
quantitative nature. Quantitative indicators typically include the measurement of 
percentages or quotas, while qualitative indicators assess more intangible aspects like 
perceptions or attitudes (Landwehr, 2016). Interestingly, the distinction between quantitative 
and qualitative indicators is also reflected in the use of differing terminology. Quantitative 
indicators typically speak of ‘measurement’, which can be defined as the “assignment of 
numbers to properties (or characteristics) of objects based on a set rule” (Hubbard, 2004; p. 
32). On the contrary, it can be observed that qualitative indicators use words like 
‘assessment’ or ‘evaluation’ instead. This distinctive terminology clearly underlines the 
difference between assessments of a quantitative and qualitative nature. As the next 
subchapter will show, however, in practice, organizations commonly use a mix of 
quantitative and qualitative indicators, and thus do not restrict themselves to one set of 
indicators only.  
In this thesis, I predominately use the terminology organizational assessment and refer to 
this form of assessment even when I only use the term assessment. Individual assessments 
were discarded as the focus of the thesis, particularly in the empirical section, as the overall 
goal is to study the business context from a broader, organizational perspective. When I use 
the term organizational assessment, I do not specifically refer to an externally conducted 
assessment, but rather the concept of assessment itself. The party responsible for completing 
an assessment is something I considered to be of secondary importance. Therefore, I clearly 
specify whether I refer to a self-assessment or an assessment process conducted by an outside 
party whenever this distinction is relevant for a particular context. Since both qualitative and 
quantitative indicators can form part of an organizational assessment, I do not restrict myself 
to either one of the two assessment forms. However, I predominantly sought assessments of 
a qualitative nature since Business Finland’s Talent Boost Index mainly characterizes as 
such. It is for this reason that I avoid using quantitively coined terms like ‘measurement’ 
throughout this thesis but use terms like ‘evaluation’ or ‘assessment’ instead.   
Relevance of Organizational Assessments 
Conducting an organizational assessment brings numerous advantages with it. First and 
foremost, many scholars point out that an assessment serves to derive an organization’s 
strengths and weaknesses, which then guide organizations towards areas that require 
improvement (Ford & Evans, 2002; Olavarria et al., 2005; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012; 




organizations are also able to examine their improvements over time and observe their 
growth (Olavarria et al., 2005). Mathews (1998) builds up on this argument and considers 
the evaluation of diversity practices a systematic and strategic approach to solve diversity 
issues. Instead of trying to implement quick solutions, organizations can derive more 
grounded decisions that can lead to more effective and meaningful change (Mathews, 1998). 
This relates to an argument raised by Cukier et al. (2012) that an organizational diversity 
assessment goes beyond evaluating diversity progress within Human Resources, but in fact 
affects the whole value chain (i.e. diversity is relevant in multiple business core functions). 
Lastly, an organizational assessment can also have a positive impact on the internal work 
climate. Truong et al. (2017) found that the implementation of an assessment instrument 
leads to “raised awareness among staff of the value and importance of cultural competence” 
(p. 472).  
2.3.2 Setting up a Diversity Assessment Tool 
The process of evaluating diversity is typically guided by an assessment tool or instrument. 
When preparing for the evaluation process and setting up the instrument, there are numerous 
things that need to be taken into consideration. Among other things, these include defining 
methods of data collection, agreeing on the domains to be covered by the tool, as well as 
acknowledging the limitations of adopting existing tools. Given the limited research in the 
diversity field, I once again draw on the field of cultural competence in this section.   
Conducting an organizational diversity assessment can be a complex and very extensive 
process. Logically, this high degree of complexity and comprehensiveness is likely to be 
reflected in the actual assessment tool as well. However, scholars urge to keep the tools’ 
design as simple and non-abstract as possible (Ford & Evans, 2002), hereby ensuring that 
the assessment can be conducted in a timely and inexpensive way (Olavarria et al., 2005).  
Deciding which indicators to prioritize and include in an assessment tool is not an easy task. 
Hubbard (2004) provides guidance on how many indicators could approximately be included 
in a tool. According to Hubbard (2004) the ideal quantity of indicators for an effective 
assessment of diversity lays between 20 and 25. While selecting these 20 to 25 indicators is 
important, Hubbard concedes that the process of getting there requires organizations to 
define significantly more indicators. This ensures that organizations have a full set of 
indicators to choose from for the particular setting of the assessment and are thus more 




Several scholars also point out the danger of choosing the wrong diversity indicators for an 
assessment tool (Ford & Evans, 2002; Hubbard, 2004; Olavarria et al., 2005). Deciding what 
to assess is paramount for the success of an overall diversity strategy because selecting 
wrong indicators can portray a false reflection of the performance of diversity initiatives and 
lead managers towards erroneous conclusions (Ford & Evans, 2002; Hubbard, 2004). To 
prevent this, scholars recommend to test assessment indicators on their validity, i.e. that 
indicators accurately evaluate what should be evaluated, and reliability, i.e. that indicators 
consistently evaluate the same content (Ford & Evans, 2002; Olavarria et al., 2005). To 
strengthen the validity and reliability of indicators, Olavarria et al. (2005) stress the 
importance of making the selection of the indicators a dynamic process. This means that 
organizations should regularly inform themselves about current research findings and best 
practices in the field to potentially revise indicators accordingly.  
Methods of Data Collection 
In order to conduct a thorough organizational assessment, organizations have multiple 
options for collecting the necessary data. The data collection methods most frequently 
mentioned by scholars include interviews, focus groups, document reviews, and 
questionnaires (Ford & Evans, 2002; Olavarria et al., 2005; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012; 
Truong et al., 2017; Wentling, 2000). However, it is important to highlight that organizations 
do not necessarily have to limit themselves to one data collection method only. Depending 
on the available resources, organizations can, and are in fact encouraged to, use multiple 
data collection methods as this reduces the potential for bias by being more likely to reflect 
actual practice (Trenerry & Paradies, 2012).  
Ford & Evans (2002) elaborate why questionnaires are frequently used, but also clarify the 
limitations they have. In comparison to interviews and focus groups, questionnaires are a 
rather simple data collection method, allowing organizations to even have one and the same 
person for collecting, analyzing, and reporting on the data. This makes questionnaires an 
ideal assessment method for organizations that have little time at hand and want to involve 
managers in the process. On the other side, the simplicity of the process might lead to the 
potential disadvantage that the evaluation could be completed too easily. Managers might 
rush through the completion of the assessment and not take sufficient time to thoroughly 
reflect on and identify areas of improvement. (Ford & Evans, 2002)  
In the empirical part of my thesis, questionnaires are of particular importance. Therefore, I 




general, survey responses can be divided into closed and open formats. For organizational 
assessment tools, closed response formats are typically yes/no answers or Likert scales, 
while open responses are commonly designed as free-text fields (Trenerry & Paradies, 
2012). Likert scales can serve as scoring measures and help organizations with the 
identification of weak-performing areas, and consequently assists in prioritizing 
improvement measures (Harper et al., 2006). They provide more structured, detailed 
information then yes-no responses but the obtained information of Likert scales are far from 
being as informative as open responses can potentially be (Trenerry & Paradies, 2012). 
While organizations can, of course, include multiple response options in a questionnaire, 
they have to critically reflect the objective of each question and how detailed the responses 
should be. Ultimately, I believe that organizations face an important predicament during the 
process of setting up a diversity assessment tool: a tradeoff between simplicity and detail.  
Domains of an Organizational Assessment Tool 
Multiple scholars have conducted studies and reviews of organizational assessment in the 
fields of diversity and cultural competence. To gain insights from the literature into what 
areas are considered relevant to include in an organizational assessment tool, a sample of six 
studies are presented in Table 1. The table list the author(s) of the reviews, the publication 
date and title, as well as the research design and the domains that the authors suggest 
including in an organizational assessment tool. A domain refers to a major content area in 
which issues need to be addressed (Siegel et al., 2002). In some studies, these domain 
suggestions by the authors are deducted by reviewing and combining existing instruments 
(e.g. Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2005), whereas other studies created their own 
organizational assessment instruments based on primary data such as expert interviews or 
focus groups (Bowen, 2004; Hubbard, 2004). It should also be highlighted that the majority 
of the studies included a review of organizational assessment literature during the process of 
deriving suggested domains.  
When looking at the titles and publication dates of the analyzed studies, it becomes evident 
that there is a clear lack of recent reviews on organizational diversity assessment practices. 
The majority of the studies located for this review stem from the cultural competence field, 
most of the studies were published between 2004 and 2006, and even the newest study 
(Trenerry & Paradies, 2012) already dates back eight years. These findings underline the 




to diversity. Hereby, it supports the academic purpose of my thesis, which is to contribute 




Table 1. Sample of Organizational Assessment Domains 
Author(s) Title Research Design   Domains 
Trenerry & 
Paradies (2012)  
Organizational Assessment:  
An Overlooked Approach to 
Managing Diversity and 
Addressing Racism in the 
Workplace 
Focus: Cultural competence within a health 
care context 
Process: Analysis of tools found through 
literature review 
Sample: 8 tools 
(1) Human Resource Practices 
(2) Organizational Values and Commitment 
(3) Organizational Strategy, Policy, Procedures and 
Governance 
(4) Diversity/ Cultural Competency Training 
(5) Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation 
Harper et al. 
(2006) 
Organizational Cultural 
Competence: A Review of 
Assessment Protocols 
Focus: Cultural competence within a health 
care context 
Process: Analysis of tools found through 
National Center of Cultural Competence’s 
online resource database + literature review 
Sample: 17 tools 
 
(1) Organizational Values 
(2) Policies/ Procedures/ Governance 
(3) Planning/ Monitoring/ Evaluation 
(4) Communication 
(5) Human Resources Development 
(6) Community & Consumer Participation 
(7) Facilitation of a Broad Service Array 
(8) Organizational Infrastructure/ Supports 




Assessment Tool for 
Community Health and 
Social Service 
Organizations 
Focus: Cultural competence in community 
health and social service organizations 
Process: Literature review + analysis of 
tools 
Sample: 3 tools 
 
(1) Organizational Norms, Principles, and Policies 
(2) Asset and Need Identification 
(3) Human Resources and Management: Policies and 
Practices 
(4) Services and Service Delivery 




The Diversity Scorecard: 
Evaluating the Impact of 
Diversity on Organizational 
Performance 
Focus: Measurement of Diversity Initiative 
Impact  
Process: Literature review + personal 
consulting experience  
Sample: -  
(1) Financial Impact 
(2) Diverse Customer/ Community Partnership 
(3) Workforce Profile 
(4) Workplace Climate/ Culture 
(5) Diversity Leadership Commitment 







Table 1. Sample of Organizational Assessment Domains (cont’d) 





Responsiveness of Health 
Care Organizations to 
Culturally Diverse Groups 
Focus: Cultural responsiveness within a 
health care context 
Process: Literature review + test site study 
(interviews, focus group, observations, 
survey) tool development 
Sample: - 
 
(1) Human Resources 
(2) Education and Training 
(3) Language Access Service 
(4) Information for Clients and Community 
(5) Organizational Framework and Integration 
(6) Data Collection 
(7) Evaluation and Research 
(8) Participation of the Community 
Wheeler (1996) Corporate Practices in 
Diversity Measurement 
Focus: Diversity Measurement 
Process: Analysis of multinational 
companies through interviews and focus 
groups 
Sample: 32 companies 
 
(1) Demographics 
(2) Organization Culture 
(3) Accountability 
(4) Productivity/ Profitability 
(5) Benchmarking 






In order to properly evaluate an organization’s strengths and weaknesses, an organizational 
assessment must be highly comprehensive (Siegel et al., 2003). Drawing onto the cultural 
competence field, Siegel et al. (2003) point out that an assessment tool should cover three 
key levels that exist in an organization: (1) the administrative level, which relates to the 
governance of an organization, (2) the service level, which refers to the products or services 
offered by an organization as well as how they are delivered, and (3) the individual level, 
which relates to the people involved in the product/ service delivery.  
The six analyzed studies presented in Table 1 align with this comprehensive approach to 
organizational assessment tools that is suggested by Siegel et al. (2003). Multiple authors 
include at least one domain that corresponds to the administrative level, calling such domains 
‘Organizational Strategy, Policy, Procedure and Governance’ (Trenerry & Paradies, 2012), 
‘Policies/ Procedures/ Governance’ (Harper et al., 2006), or ‘Organizational Norms, 
Principles, and Policies’ (Olavarria et al., 2005). In terms of the service level, the authors list 
a variety of domains to evaluate diversity or cultural competence across all kind of 
organizational functions. Here, the most common domain seems to be ‘Human Resources’, 
either listed namely or in form of one of its characteristic activities like recruiting. Other 
domain themes covered by some of the authors include ‘training’, ‘monitoring & 
evaluation’, or ‘community engagement’. Lastly, some of the authors also include domains 
that address the role of individuals within organizations. In contrast to the other domains, 
these domains are of a quantitative nature, however, and are only addressed by two of the 
six studies. Hubbard (2004) and Wheeler (1998) evaluate domains such as ‘Demographics’ 
or ‘Workforce profile’ respectively, which rather than focusing on the actual individual 
attitudes and behaviors, can be seen as metrics that assess individuals as part of the 
organization.  
The review of the six studies also grants scholarly insights into the recommended quantity 
of domains to be covered in a tool. It can be observed that all reviews suggest including 
between five and nine domains. Olavarria et al. (2005) highlight that organizational 
assessment tools commonly break down the domains into concrete indicators or standards 
that should be evaluated. However, a concrete set of indicators were not provided by all 
authors, which is why there were not included in Table 1. Potential reasons for the authors 
not providing a list of specifically recommended indicators are discussed at the end of this 




course, take Hubbard’s (2004) suggestion of including 20 to 25 indicators as additional 
guideline into consideration.  
Another aspect worth mentioning is that Table 1 solely shows those domains that the authors 
suggest to include in an organizational assessment tool. However, some scholars also address 
domains that are hard to evaluate, and thus difficult to include in an assessment tool. The 
profitability and productivity of diversity strategies represent one of the hardest areas to 
evaluate (Wentling, 2000; Wheeler, 1996). These difficulties can be explained by the fact 
that both an increase of profitability and productivity are influenced by numerous factors 
and can hardly be traced back to specific, isolated diversity activities (Wentling, 2000). In 
addition to being influenced by multiple factors, productivity is also often tied to measures 
that are less tangible such as enhanced problem-solving capabilities of diverse groups 
(Wheeler, 1996). Consequently, making a solid business case by proving the bottom-line 
impact of diversity is challenging. 
Aside from these difficulties in evaluating profitability and productivity, Wentling (2000) 
highlights the “internal readiness to launch diversity initiatives” (p. 445) as another factor 
that is hard to assess. Internal readiness means that employees and managers are ready to 
embrace diversity inside the organization. Of course, internal readiness for diversity could 
be evaluated by conducting sample interviewees or surveys with employees. Nonetheless, I 
understand and share Wentling’s (2000) concern that a valid and effective statement on the 
internal readiness is difficult to make, especially in larger organizations where a sample not 
necessarily displays a proper reflection of a whole organization.  
No one-fits-all Assessment Tool 
The most predominant consideration related to assessment tools covered in the literature is 
that there does not exist a one-fits-all solution for an organizational assessment. Many 
scholars stress the idea that specific contextual differences, such as the industry, size, or 
organizational settings that define an organization, can hinder the development of a uniform 
assessment tool (Harper et al., 2006; Hubbard, 2004; Olavarria et al., 2009; Wheeler, 1996). 
The differences in legislative and social policies described in Chapter 2.1 are an example of 
such contextual differences. Additionally, organizational assessment tools can vary in their 
scope, or level of detail (Ford & Evans, 2002). This means that some tools might evaluate 
particular areas of an organization only, and do not necessarily focus on all functions across 




Maj (2017a) and Wheeler (1996) discuss the role of potentially differing phases of 
organizational maturities. Naturally, organizations that are more progressed or mature in 
terms of their diversity efforts, are more likely to aspire evaluating more complex aspects 
than an organization that just recently started paying attention to managing and assessing 
diversity (Maj, 2017a; Wheeler, 1996). This might also be reflected in the data collection 
methods an organization wants to use. Organizations that are more committed to diversity 
might be more willing to allocate sufficient resources to conduct a more in-depth analysis 
by, e.g. conducting interview or focus groups. Limitations in organizational resources can 
therefore potentially hinder the one-to-one application of existing assessment tools.  
Another interesting difference between organizational assessment tools is brought up by 
Perry & Li (2019). The authors found that diversity assessment instruments can vary in terms 
of the type of diversity dimensions that they address. In particular, the authors highlight that 
some organizations focus on diversity generally, while others target their tools at one or 
multiple specific diversity attributes like ethnicity, age, or gender. In a similar vein, Cachat-
Rosset et al. (2017) made some interesting findings concerning the number of diversity 
attributes covered in diversity assessment tools. Their study revealed that across the 52 
empirical studies that they reviewed solely 12 of them included more than one diversity 
attribute in their instrument. Perry & Li’s (2019) and Cachat-Rosset et al.’s (2017) findings 
let me conclude two important things. First, diversity assessment tools seem to be primarily 
focused on surface-level diversity attributes. And second, within these surface-level 
diversity attributes, organizations appear to both focus on specific diversity attributes as well 
as the diversity generally, which might complicate the use of other existing instruments.  
As a consequence of the context specificness and all the potential variations between the 
tools mentioned above, organizations find themselves in an ambiguous situation. They can 
(1) accept the limitations of existing instruments, (2) develop their own instrument, (3) try 
to adapt existing instruments, or (4) buy an external instrument and use it as it is (Olavarria 
et al., 2009; Truong et al., 2017). While it could, of course, be argued in favor of developing 
a universally applicable diversity assessment tool to save organizations the time and costs of 
developing their own tool or adapting existing ones, I would strongly advise against this. I 
fully believe that the aforementioned arguments as well as the listing of exemplary domains 
in Table 1 show that the settings of organizational assessments vary greatly and there does 




2.3.3 Using a Diversity Assessment Tool 
In the last section, I outlined several factors that require careful consideration when setting 
up a diversity assessment tool. In this subchapter, I now provide relevant guidelines that are 
essential when using a diversity assessment tool. Although the logistics of a diversity 
assessment vary greatly depending on the setting in which it is conducted, there are some 
considerations mentioned in the literature that should be taken into account during the 
process of using a diversity assessment tool. In particular, these are discussions about who 
should conduct the assessment, why it is important to report and follow-up on the results, 
what role the leadership plays in the process, and lastly, how financial commitment is 
important for this process.  
Defining Assessor(s) 
When conducting the actual diversity assessment in an organization the first and foremost 
question is: Who actually executes the assessment? In the literature, there is no uniform 
answer to this question of responsibility. While some scholars argue in favor of completing 
the assessment with a committee, others encourage to rely on an individual assessor – the 
former being the prevalent opinion. Proponents of using a committee base their 
argumentation on the benefits of gaining a cross-sectional view and the reduction of bias 
(Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2005; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012). Gathering an 
assessment committee with members coming from different levels and departments of the 
organization ensures that multiple perspectives can be considered in the process. Contrary 
to this point of view, advocates of conducting the assessment with an individual assessor 
speak for using someone in a leadership position (e.g. the manager) as they have the best 
knowledge of the business processes and power dynamics between committee members 
would be avoided (Ford & Evans, 2002). Especially for the latter case, it is crucial to ensure 
that the tool is designed in a simple design and can be completed quickly (see Section 2.3.2). 
To make the process of conducting the assessment as smooth as possible, Trenerry & 
Paradies (2012) point out that the responsibility of the committee should ideally include the 
development of the tool as well. In that way assessors are already familiar with the tool when 
completing the assessment.  
Despite these opposing views regarding the responsibility of conducting an assessment, I 
believe both perspectives converge in one interesting aspect: In one way or another manager 
or the leadership are always involved in the assessment process. That is because 




Also, I could imagine that the likelihood of gathering an assessment committee instead of 
using an individual assessor increases the bigger and more complex an organization is.  
Reporting & Following-up 
Once an organization has assigned one or multiple assessor(s) and completed the evaluation, 
organizations transition to a crucial subsequent step: reporting and follow-up. Earlier in this 
chapter (Section 2.3.1), I clarified that conducting a diversity assessment aims at 
comprehending an organization’s strengths, weaknesses, and consequently areas for 
improvements. Without documenting and reflecting on the obtained results, however, the 
usefulness of a diversity assessment is clearly restricted. It is for this reasons that the 
literature points out the paramount importance of reporting and follow-up. In terms of 
reporting, organizations typically compile the findings of the assessment in a written 
feedback report (Ford & Evans, 2002). Based on the written feedback report, organizations 
can follow-up on the results. One possible option to turn them into practice is for 
organizations to develop a comprehensive and explicit planning guide that assists an 
organization to interpret and apply the results by including concrete next steps (Ford & 
Evans, 2006; Harper et al., 2006). The duty for both activities commonly lies with the 
respective assessor(s) that were responsible for conducting the assessment (Olavarria et al., 
2005).  
Closely related to reporting and follow-up, Ford & Evans (2002) discuss the different options 
organizations have in terms of assessment frequency. Basically, organizations can either see 
the assessment as a one-time event or conduct it repeatedly. Of course, going beyond a one-
time evaluation and conducting an assessment in regular intervals (e.g. annually) would 
encourage organizations to systematically seek improvement, hereby treating diversity as a 
strategic issue (Mathews, 1998). For the case of recurring assessments, Ford & Evans (2002) 
distinguish between two different types of follow-up actions that are closely linked to the 
concepts of single- and double-loop organizational learning. Single-loop follow-up refers to 
performance related “quick fixes”, meaning that detected problems during the assessment 
are immediately steered against. Double-loop follow-up, on the other hand, represents a 
more preventive approach. Building up on the immediate follow-up actions, an 
organizational assessment can also trigger organizations to question fundamental 






As discussed above, the leadership is very likely to be involved in the diversity evaluation 
process of an organization. Regardless of their direct or indirect participation as assessors, 
there is a shared opinion among scholars that leadership commitment assists in the process 
of diversity evaluation and represents a crucial factor needed to drive diversity change 
(Buttner et al., 2006; Hubbard, 2004; Wentling, 2000). For the specific case of diversity, 
leadership commitment can be defined as “demonstrated evidence and actions taken by 
leaders to support, challenge, and champion the diversity process within their organization” 
(Hubbard, 2004: p. 147). In practice, leaders show this commitment by holdings themselves 
accountable for the diversity efforts in an organization and by allocating sufficient resources 
(Hubbard, 2004). As Wentling (2000) found in her study of diversity initiatives in 
multinational corporations, this commitment and accountability of the leadership can even 
be seen as an indicator for success of diversity initiatives. A diversity initiative, such as 
conducting a diversity assessment, that does not count with commitment from the top is 
doomed to fail.  
However, leaders alone are not solely responsible for ensuring the success of diversity 
initiatives and making diversity change happen. Hubbard (2004) argues that diversity 
advocates and other employees serve as facilitators of diversity change as well. I can 
therefore conclude that conducting a diversity assessment and achieving progress in 
diversity requires both top-down as well as bottom-up commitment within organizations. 
This aligns nicely with the argument that lasting and successful change is driven by internal 
motivations (Olavarria et al., 2005; Roosevelt 1999). 
Allocation of Funding 
In the definition above, leadership commitment is characterized by accountability and 
support through the allocation of resources. One specification that I would like to make 
relates to the financial commitment of the leadership. Some scholars explicitly highlight that 
a successful workplace diversity requires a strategic, long-term pledge of funding by the 
leadership (Kreitz, 2008; Olavarria et al., 2005; Thomas, 1990). In reality, however, it is not 
uncommon that organizations lack this commitment and do not even allocate separate 
funding for diversity management (Maj, 2017a). One possible explanation for this 
shortcoming could be attributed to the cross-sectional function of diversity management. 
Maj (2017b) points out that diversity management is rather a horizontal strategy, influencing 




management complicates a proper allocation of funding in the case that diversity 
management is not acknowledged as a separate entity but rather divided into the particular 
projects. Consequently, this lack of separate funding makes it more difficult for 
organizations to launch individual diversity projects.  
But even when there is explicit and sufficient funding for diversity, Hubbard (2004) 
criticizes how this budget is spent. According to the author, evaluating the impact of 
diversity initiatives is usually an afterthought and prioritized last (Hubbard, 2004). Instead, 
organizations heavily invest into activities like diversity awareness training, recruitment or 
other initiatives, only to realize at a later point that they are not able to demonstrate the 
impact generated by these initiatives. Naturally, a strong diversity evaluation system would 
assist organizations in this case to demonstrate the obtained benefits of these initiatives and 
potentially even showcase the bottom-line impact.  
2.4 Summary of the Findings 
In this chapter, the findings of my literature review are summarized. Further, conclusions 
from the literature review are drawn and the findings are linked to my underlying research 
question. In that way, this chapter serves as a helpful transition to the empirical part of my 
thesis.  
In the first part of the literature review I created an understanding of the global context of 
diversity management by highlighting three particular factors that influence diversity 
management. In Section 2.1.1, I showed that the compliance with laws, particularly anti-
discrimination and equal employment opportunity laws, represents a crucial factor that 
drives organizations to address diversity management (e.g. Klarsfeld et al., 2014; Mor Barak, 
2016). An elaboration of such laws was essential since there does not exist direct legislation 
for diversity management in organizations (Louvrier, 2013). In Section 2.1.2, I then 
demonstrated that there are also more intrinsically, morally driven rationales for addressing 
diversity, namely social policies (Burstein, 1994). These policies are commonly also referred 
to as affirmative actions and aim to achieve social justice for groups that have been 
discriminated in the past (Mor Barak, 2016). In Section 2.1.3, I discussed global 
demographic trends and what consequences they have for organizations. In brief, it can be 
concluded that there are over-and underpopulated countries in the world due to the varying 
fertility and mortality rates, which leads to unemployment and a demand for workforce in 




populations across the world migrate. Such international migration flows lead to workforces 
becoming increasingly diverse which consequently requires effective diversity management 
practices in organizations (Mor Barak, 2016; United Nations, 2019). In Section 2.1.4, I then 
conclude by defining four main perspectives to diversity management: (1) social justice, (2) 
business case, (3) needs, and (4) compliance. These perspectives represent the core 
rationales for addressing diversity and were derived by converging the opinions of multiple 
scholars.  
The second part of the literature review introduced the research field of diversity, provided 
an overview of possible diversity definitions, and discussed the diverging opinions on the 
effects of diversity. In Section 2.2.1, I explicated how the diversity research has received 
increased interest over the past decades (Jonsen et al., 2011; Yadav & Lenka, 2020), and 
shifted from a problem-oriented to an inclusive and more individual focused research field 
(Otaye-Ebede, 2018). In Section 2.2.2, I presented different types of diversity definitions 
and distinguished between two diversity dimensions: surface-level and deep-level diversity 
(Harrison et al., 1998). Whereas the former is understood as visible characteristics of 
diversity like age, gender, or ethnicity, the latter one encompasses diversity definitions that 
are more psychological like personality, value, or attitudes (Harrison et al., 1998). In 
diversity research, almost 90% of the studies are limited to surface-level diversity definitions 
(Jackson et al., 2003) since these demographic traits are easier and more convenient to 
measure than deep-level diversity attributes (Harrison et al., 1998; Pelled, 1996). In 
alignment with this argument, I chose to define diversity in this thesis by limiting it to 
surface-level diversity attributes. In Section 2.2.3, I established that there are ambiguous and 
inconsistent findings about the effects of diversity on business performance in the literature 
(e.g. Cox & Blake, 1991; Harrison et al., 1998; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). On the one 
hand, many scholars argue in favor of positive effects connected to increased diversity, 
highlighting improved creativity and innovation in teams (Phillips, 2014; Richard, 2000), 
better decision making (Cloverpop, 2017) or financial benefits (Hunt et al., 2015), for 
example. On the other hand, diversity at the workplace can cause discomfort and rougher 
interactions, which can lead to social frictions and conflicts (e.g. Jackson, 2011; Pelled, 
1996; Phillips, 2014).  
The third and last part of the literature review presented valuable insights into how 
organizations can conduct a diversity assessment. In Section 2.3.1, I laid a foundation for 




organizational assessment is in the focus of this thesis. Further, I elaborated on the 
importance of organizational assessments and highlighted that they commonly serve to 
derive organizations’ strengths and weaknesses in order to then identify potential areas of 
improvement (e.g. Ford & Evans, 2002; Truong et al., 2017). In Section 2.3.2, I then outlined 
helpful guidelines and considerations to set up a diversity assessment tool. Since there is 
limited research on organizational assessment found in the diversity field (Comer & 
Soliman, 1996; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012), I drew on multiple studies from the cultural 
competence field here (e.g. Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2005; Pearson et al., 2007). 
Among other things, I established that scholars recommend conducting an assessment that 
is as comprehensive, or holistic, as possible and evaluates multiple functional areas of 
organizations (Siegel et al., 2003). In addition, the analysis discussed how many domains 
and indicators scholars suggest to include in an assessment tool, and also revealed that there 
is strong evidence that there does not exist a universally applicable diversity assessment tool 
due to the individual contexts of each organization (e.g. Harper et al, 2006; Wheeler, 1996). 
As result of the analysis, it also became clear that there is a lack of current organizational 
diversity assessment studies. Lastly, in Section 2.3.3, I presented numerous 
recommendations concerning the use of diversity assessment tools. What became clear 
during this section, is that organizations should approach a diversity assessment from a 
strategic perspective (Mathews, 1998), which is why it is crucial to report and follow-up on 
the obtained results of the assessment (e.g. Ford & Evans, 2002). Moreover, I pointed out 
that the leadership plays a crucial role in the process of using a diversity assessment tool 
(e.g. Buttner et al., 2006; Hubbard, 2004). While leadership most likely is involved as an 
assessor in this process, it is equally important for the success of an assessment to obtain 
leadership commitment – both accountability and resource-wise (e.g. funding) (e.g. 
Wentling, 2000).  
This literature review was guided by my underlying research question of this thesis. While 
this question will mainly be answered by the findings of my multiple case study of diversity 
assessment tools, this literature review already granted some interesting insights from the 
academic perspective. The question that I investigated is: 
 RQ: How do diversity assessment tools compare globally? 
Overall, this literature review demonstrated the complexity of the diversity research, 




clear that there is no universal approach to assess diversity and that there does not exist a 
one-fits-all assessment tool (e.g. Harper et al, 2006; Wheeler, 1996). This is caused by 
multiple factors. Firstly, there are different perspectives that drive organization to address 
diversity (e.g. business case or compliance), which consequently should be taken into 
account in an assessment tool as well. Secondly, there are many other contextual factors like 
an organization’s industry, company size, or their available resources to conduct an 
assessment, that can have an impact on how a diversity assessment tool is designed. 
Ultimately, these differences can cause assessment tools to serve different purposes leading 
to varying characteristics in terms of content, structure, or length of the tool that should be 
matched to the individual needs and goals of each organization.  
The main findings of this literature review are evaluated and put into comparison in the 
empirical part of this research. Jointly with the empirical findings, I can then derive an 
answer to my research question. However, before I move to my empirical research and 







3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
This chapter explains the methodological foundations of my qualitative research and is 
structured as follows. First, I introduce my onto-epistemological perspective to position my 
thesis philosophically and explicate the research design that I chose for my study. Second, I 
emphasize on my data collection methods, particularly highlighting the search and selection 
process of the diversity assessment case tools. Third, my data analysis process is described 
clarifying the crucial distinction between within-case and cross-case analysis. Finally, I 
highlight relevant research evaluations and ethical considerations.   
3.1 Philosophical Positioning and Research Design 
As in any empirical study, research design begins and flows from the researcher’s 
philosophical assumptions and the research question(s). Research methodology, data 
collection methods, and data analysis techniques need to be carefully linked to the research 
question and philosophical assumption (Forman & Damschroder, 2007). Justifying the 
seemingly logical steps and undertaken decisions, as well as critically reflecting on these 
decisions, is crucial to ensure the validity of the research design (Yin, 2016). Especially 
since the research process, particularly during the data collection and analysis stage, is 
known to be an iterative and circular rather than linear process, it is important to maintain a 
transparent working style throughout the research (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008; Harley, 
2004).  
Therefore, it is worthwhile to determine the nature of my research question and explicate 
my overall research philosophy. According to Dillon’s (1984) distinction between 
descriptive, comparative, explanatory, and normative type of research questions, I would 
classify my research question as comparative since the goal of the research clearly is to find 
comparable characteristics between several diversity assessment tools. For this study, I 
mainly follow a positivist ontological perspective, in which the nature of reality is based on 
existing data and the context is accepted as reality. Since the primary method of data 
collection is secondary textual data, this approach has been the logical choice. Further 
elaborations on the data collection methods and their ontological perspective are provided 
in the next section.   
Since this study is evidently of a comparative nature which aims at comparing diversity 




logical consequence for these purposes. In contrast to quantitative research, qualitative 
methods predominantly aim at interpreting and understanding phenomena, rather than 
explaining causal relationships behind them (Eriksson, & Kovalainen, 2008). Quantitative 
research methods could be applied in a continuing study to validate hypotheses, which could 
be formulated after qualitative research has been conducted and gathered the necessary 
insights (Portigal, 2013). 
In general, scholars typically distinguish between two different designs for case studies: 
single and multiple (e.g. Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008; Yin, 2016), or intensive and extensive 
case studies (e.g. Stoecker, 1991). After reviewing both terminologies, I concluded that they 
are being used rather interchangeably. Whereas single or intensive case studies intend to 
understand as much as possible about one case, multiple or extensive case studies focus on 
mapping out common aspects concerning particular phenomena across multiple cases 
(Stoecker, 1991). These characteristics of an extensive or multiple case study justify 
perfectly why multiple case studies are the most suitable methodology for my study since 
they align well with the comparative nature and goals that I have for my research question. 
Logically, to understand how diversity assessment tools compare globally, this research 
needs to take multiple cases into consideration.  
Therefore, multiple case studies have been chosen as the methodology for this research. In 
very general terms, case studies can be defined as a bounded system that is clearly defined 
with regards to the place and time (Creswell, 1998). The researcher has many liberties in 
bounding the case, meaning that e.g. an organization, event, process, group or, individual 
can be classified as a case. For this study, a case is defined as a diversity assessment tool and 
the respective organization that developed the tool. For example, Business Finland’s Talent 
Boost Index will represent one case. In accordance with Eisenhardt’s (1989) suggestion of 
limiting the number of cases to four to ten cases, eight diversity assessment tools were 
chosen for this multiple case study. Cases were selected based on clearly defined case 
inclusion criteria. The overall search and selection process of the case is described in detail 
in the next chapter.  
3.2 Data Collection  
This chapter presents the process of data collection of my multiple case study. To 
comprehensively elaborate on this process, I divided this chapter into three parts: (1) the 




into the detail of the diversity assessment case tools, however, the next paragraphs will 
outline more generally which data collection methods I utilized in my research.  
To find an answer to the research question, my study utilized an approach that encompasses 
the collection of data from multiple sources. As argued by Eriksson & Kovalainen (2008), 
such a multiple data collection approach for case studies enables a richer and more holistic 
strain of argumentation of the researched topic. Patton (1999) accredits the use of multiple 
data collection sources with an enhanced validity to comprehend the understanding of 
phenomena and describes it as one form of triangulation. Further explanations of the 
different forms of triangulation will be provided in the last section of this paper.  
Empirical data can be divided into primary and secondary data, both of which I collected 
during my research. Whereas primary data refers to data collected by the researchers 
themselves (e.g. through interviews), secondary data entails the collection of already existing 
empirical data (e.g. textual data in form of documents, transcripts, or diaries) (Eriksson & 
Kovalainen, 2008). 
As the primary data collection method for this multiple case study, I conducted a thorough 
analysis of secondary data. Since the diversity assessment tools are surveys or PDF 
documents available online, I encountered limitations with regard to the degree of detail that 
I was able to obtain about the background of the diversity assessment tools. That is, for 
example, that a tool did not specify for what purpose or in what context it was developed. 
To mitigate this limitation and gain additional knowledge about the tools, my secondary data 
collection encompassed not only the diversity assessment tools themselves but other textual 
material such as the organization’s website or media text concerning the tool too (Eriksson 
& Kovalainen, 2008). In this context, it is also important to recall my study’s main research 
philosophy: positivism. Since this aforementioned probability of limited knowledge about 
the diversity assessment tools exists, the available textual data sources represent the 
objective reality. This is not necessarily better or worse than another research philosophy 
but should at least be made clear to fulfill my ethical duty of research transparency.  
To complement the findings obtained through the secondary data collection, semi-structured 
interviews were conducted as an additional, primary data collection method. This method 
lies between fully unstructured, open interviews and fully structured, standardized 
interviews. Semi-structured interviews incorporate elements from both ends and usually 
have a clearly defined outline of the underlying topics, issues or, themes (Adams, 2015). 




questions moderately (e.g. order of questions, change in wordings) and potentially ask 
follow-up questions (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). It is for these reasons of having a 
flexible interview process paired with comparability between the different interviewees that 
I perceived semi-structured interviews as the most suitable interview method for this study. 
In practice, I conducted semi-structured interviews with two different types of people. On 
one side, I conducted four interviews with diversity and inclusion experts (Appendix C.1). 
The interviewees were identified through multiple ways. One of the interviewees was within 
my network. Two further interviewees were gathered through the support and contacts of 
employees from Business Finland. Out of these three interviews, one of the participants 
connected me with a contact for a fourth interview. This technique of gathering interview 
participants is also known as network sampling (Patton, 1990).  
The expert interviews were predominantly focused on the interviewees’ experience with 
diversity assessment tools and their observations of how diversity can be assessed in an 
organization. An interview guideline was used for all of the four interviews (see Appendix 
D). Overall, the interviews lead to the study gaining an additional understanding of which 
components of diversity are considered to be of greater importance from a practitioner's 
perspective. They thus complement the academic perspective presented in the literature 
review as well as the empirical comparison of the diversity assessment tools. Given the 
extraordinary circumstances of the Coronavirus, all interviews were conducted via a digital 
application. After the explicit consent of the interviewees, all interviews were recorded, 
which eased the transcription and ensured that the obtained information were verifiable. The 
duration of the interviews ranged between 58min and 1h35min. 
The second type of interviews were conducted with people that were involved in the 
conceptualization and development of Business Finland’s Talent Boost Index. These 
interviews contributed to understanding the structural reasoning and logic behind their 
diversity assessment tool better. Ideally, employees that were involved in the development 
of the respective other diversity assessment case tools would have been interviewed as well. 
However, this proved to be difficult and unrealistic, which is why interviews were not used 
as the primary research method. 
Some relevant considerations for conducting the expert interviews in this thesis particularly 
concern informed consent, anonymity and confidentiality (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). 
Before starting the interviews, I provided the participants with a research outline and 




informed about their right to withdraw from the study at any desired point. Besides, I 
discussed with all interviewees whether they would like to participate anonymously or not 
in this research. In the end, all interview participants agreed to be included with their name 
and profession in an interview participant overview table (see Appendix C.1), while their 
interview content is only disclosed in the thesis in an anonymous manner. Lastly, to ensure 
that I interpreted the interview findings correctly, the conclusions drawn from the interviews 
were discussed with each participant. Scholars call this process of validity communicative 
validation (Mayring, 2003) or member checking (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008).  
The next three subchapter will now provide more in-depth information concerning the search 
and selection process of the diversity assessment tools chosen for this multiple case study. 
3.2.1 Search process 
To identify diversity assessment tools like the Talent Boost Index, particular keywords were 
used during the initial search process. Since this thesis is written in cooperation with 
Business Finland, the goal was to find similar tools to the Talent Boost Index for the 
comparison. Therefore, in my initial search I included terms like ‘index’, ‘indices’ or 
‘measurement’, among the rather obvious terms ‘diversity’ and ‘tool’. Quickly I realized 
that these keywords led me to diversity assessment tools that tried to measure diversity in 
quantitative terms, i.e. by focusing on metrics such as quotas only. Since the Talent Boost 
Index assesses diversity in a rather qualitative form, i.e. by asking about motivations or 
particular practices, these search words were excluded for the further search. Instead, terms 
like ‘evaluation’, ‘assessment’, ‘diversity climate’ or ‘diagnosis’ were used. The best search 
results were obtained using the search term 'diversity assessment tools’.  
In contrast to online databases (e.g. Scopus or Web of Science) used for the literature review, 
the search for diversity assessment tools was primarily conducted through an extensive 
internet search. This is mainly due to the fact that little information on diversity assessment 
tools were obtained during the literature review. By assuming that many tools were 
developed by public institutions and private organizations, rather than by scholars, I 
expected more success through an internet search. 
In line with the theme of my thesis, diversity, I was able to carry out the search for diversity 
assessment tools in different languages. Since most of the literature about diversity stems 
from the Anglo-Saxon region (e.g. Jonsen et al., 2011) and this domination was thought to 




the search was expanded to the two other languages I speak, German and Spanish. While the 
search in German did not yield in any relevant findings of diversity assessment tools, the 
search in Spanish led me to one highly interesting tool, which ended up being one of the case 
tools. Nonetheless, the search in German was still helpful since I was able to find relevant 
literature on measuring diversity and about national policies (e.g. Diversity Charters). The 
utilized keywords for the search in German and Spanish were equal to the English ones 
(word-to-word translations).  
In addition to using varying keywords and different languages during the search for diversity 
assessment tools, I also employed multiple search engines. Google has been used as primary 
search engine. Secondarily, Bing, Yahoo, and DuckDuckGo have been employed. These 
search engines, however, did not expose me to any additional tools as the search results were 
fairly similar to what I already found through the Google search. I decided to start with 
Google, the largest search engine, to gain the best overview of the overall diversity 
assessment tool landscape from the beginning. The other smaller search engines were then 
used to assess whether I can find any additional tools due to the search engines’ varying 
search algorithms.  
Lastly, I also tried to gain additional insights into diversity assessment tools by asking in 
academic and general topic question forums such as Researchgate or Quora. But 
unfortunately, I only received answers after the end of my tool search and selection phase, 
and the respondents recommended only articles and not any tools. An overview of the forums 
in which I asked questions can be found in Appendix E.  
Overall, my search process for diversity assessment tools had an approximate duration of 
seven weeks. It started at the beginning of April 2020 and closed at the end of May 2020, 
once sufficient tools for the case analysis have been found. As elaborated in the methodology 
section 3.2, Eisenhardt’s (1989) recommendation of choosing four to ten cases for a multiple 
case study, served as numeral threshold for my study, and thus guided the search and 
selection process of the tools.  
In conclusion, all the aforementioned measures demonstrate how they add to the robustness 
of my research. By expanding my search process in multiple areas (keywords, language, 
search engine, question forums), I did not rely solely on the results of a single source, hereby 





3.2.2 Selection process 
Before deliberately thinking of selection criteria for the tools, I compiled a list of all the 
potential diversity assessment tools that I came across during the initial search process. At 
the end of the search period, a total of 23 potential tools, including the Talent Boost Index, 
were located for this analysis. The list of potential tools is displayed in Table 2. The special 
role of Business Finland’s Talent Boost Index is indicated through the dotted line.  
Table 2. List of potential case tools 
№  Organization  Tool Name 
1  American Hospital Association A Diversity and Cultural Proficiency Assessment Tool 
2  American Institute of  
Certified Public Accountants 
Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model 
3  Association of American  
Medical Colleges  
Diversity Engagement Survey: Measuring Diversity 
and Inclusion in Academic Medicine 
4  Australian Human Rights Commission Workplace Cultural Diversity Tool 
5  Chamber of Commerce for  
Greater Philadelphia 
Diversity & Inclusion Self-Assessment Tool 
6  The Centre for Global Inclusion Global Diversity and Inclusion Benchmarks 
7  Diversity and Inclusion Charter of Peel A Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Organizational  
Self-Assessment Tool 
8  International Federation of Red Cross Gender and Diversity Organisational Assessment 
Toolkit 
9  MacWilliams, Schmidt, McArthur Wisconsin Diversity Assessment Tool 
10  Mental Health Technology Transfer 
Center Network 
Assessing Workforce Diversity 
11  National Association of Colleges  
and Employers 
Diversity & Inclusion Self-Assessment 
12  Nova Scotia Works Diversity Assessment Tool 
13  Red Acoge Analysis of diversity management in the practice  
of Spanish companies (translated from Spanish) 
14  Ryerson University Diversity Institute Diversity Audit Tool 
15  Thomsen & Reuters Diversity & Inclusion Index 
16  University of California Self-Assessment Tool 
17  Universum Diversity & Inclusion Index: World 2019 
18  Victorian Health Promotion  
Foundation 
Workplace diversity and anti-discrimination 
assessment tool 
19  Vendor Resource Management 
University 
Diversity & Inclusion Self-Assessment 




Table 2. List of potential case tools (cont’d) 
№  Organization  Tool Name 
21  Young Women’s Catholic  
Association Minneapolis 
Diversity and Inclusivity Organizational Self-
Assessment Tool 
22  Young People's Learning Agency Leading Inclusion EDI Audit Tool 
23  Business Finland Talent Boost Index 
When reviewing the list of tools, I realized that by identifying these tools as ‘potential’, I 
subconsciously had already established some selection criteria. Clearly, the biggest criteria 
had been that the tools are publicly available and free of charge as I did not look any further 
into tools for which I would have had to pay. Further, I realized that many of the tools that I 
considered as ‘potential’ addressed diversity on an organizational rather than individual 
level. Presumably, this can be explained by my intention of finding similar tools to the Talent 
Boost Index for the analysis, a tool that assesses diversity on an organizational level. For an 
elaboration of the differences between an individual and organization assessment please 
refer to Chapter 2.3.1.  
Therefore, to become aware of my subjectivity and limit it as much as possible during the 
tool selection process, I needed to identify case inclusion criteria. In order to ensure that a 
comparison between the tools would be possible, it was important to determine what 
similarities between the tools were desired and crucial, and where the tools could vary. For 
this purpose, inclusion criteria have been formulated, which are partly based on an existing 
review of organizational assessment tools by Trenerry & Paradies (2012).  
The selection of the case tools was based on the following inclusion criteria: 
• the tool focuses on the organizational rather than the individual level; 
• the tool shows a great level of detail; 
• the tool encompasses a relatively broad context; and 
• the tool is publicly available for this review. 
Given the fact that the number of potential tools found was rather small (23), the inclusion 
criteria were defined as broad as possible to distinguish between the tools, while not 
excluding the vast majority of them. It was important that all the case tools focus on the 
organizational rather than the individual level and are publicly available. In addition, the 
level of detail of the tool was considered relevant, meaning that a tool with the approximate 
length of the Talent Boost Index was preferred. To determine the length of the tools, the 




account. Lastly, the tool had to encompass a relatively broad context, meaning that the 
questions or items of the tools are not too narrowly focused on one diversity attribute or a 
specific industry only.  
Two additional inclusion criteria were initially considered to be included but later discarded 
for various reasons. One additional criterion I took into consideration was that only tools 
that provide sufficient information on their development would be chosen. This is because 
in the preliminary search process, I found some tools which among their questions only 
provided very few paragraphs on background information about the tool. However, given 
that the questions of the tool can still be highly insightful, this inclusion criterion was 
discarded. The second consideration was not to include tools in the form of checklists. At 
the very beginning of the thesis process, I aimed at finding diversity assessment tools similar 
to the Talent Boost Index. Therefore, initially, I perceived any tools that were designed in a 
different form than an online survey as unsuitable for the analysis. After looking into the 
checklist tools, however, I realized that the tool’s content and components are still interesting 
to look into. Also, many of the potential tools were designed in form of checklists. Hence, 
not including checklists in the analysis was also discarded as a case inclusion criterion 
because it would have restricted the tool selection too much and could have led to reduced 
findings.   
While searching for and picking out case tools that are sufficiently similar, I also aimed at 
maintaining a certain degree of variety between the tools. Firstly, it was of no importance 
what diversity attributes were addressed by the tool. As previously mentioned, the questions 
should not be too narrowly focused, but whether gender diversity, cultural diversity, or any 
other diversity attribute were in the focus of the tool, was of secondary importance. 
Secondly, the background information on the development of each tool, particularly the 
purpose of it, was permitted to vary and even more interesting if it did. Gaining insights into 
why the individual tools were created as well as comprehending what issues they are trying 
to solve, was considered a fruitful divergence for the analysis.  
One final remark with regards to the selection process is that the different foci of the tools 
were embraced. The Talent Boost Index, for example, connects a diversity assessment of 
Finnish companies to the measurement of the organization’s capabilities in recruiting 
international talents and leading a multicultural work community. Initially, tools that share 
this connection to internationalization were thus desired to be found for the analysis. 




would be unfavorable. That is because no tools with obvious ties to internationalization were 
identified during the search process. Of course, the link might exist in some of the tools, but 
at least they were not as obvious and explicitly stated as in the Talent Boost Index. Therefore, 
tools with all different kinds of foci were accepted for further analysis. 
3.2.3 Case tools 
Based on the aforementioned inclusion criteria, eight out of the 23 tools were chosen to be 
part of the analysis. There were more than eight promising tools under the total 23, but due 
to the time and resource constraints of my thesis, I concluded that eight cases will provide 
me with sufficient data. The eight chosen tools were considered the most promising tools 
and hence selected. Two of the 23 potential case tools – the ones developed by the Victorian 
Health Promotion Foundation and York Region – represented borderline cases but were 
discarded due to being closely linked to the tools of the Australian Human Rights 
Commission and the Diversity and Inclusion Charter of Peel respectively.  
Table 3 lists the chosen eight case tools that formed part of the empirical analysis.  
Table 3. Overview of case tools 
№ Organization  Tool Name 
1 American Institute of  
Certified Public Accountants  
Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model 
2 Australian Human Rights  
Commission  
Workplace Cultural Diversity Tool 
3 The Centre for Global Inclusion Global Diversity and Inclusion Benchmarks 
4 Diversity and Inclusion Charter of Peel A Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion  
Organizational Self-Assessment Tool 
5 Mental Health Technology Transfer  
Center Network 
Assessing Workforce Diversity: A Tool for 
Mental Health Organizations on the Path to 
Health Equity 
6 Red Acoge Analysis of diversity management in the practice  
of Spanish companies (translated from Spanish) 
7 Ryerson University Diversity Institute Diversity Audit Tool 
8 Business Finland Talent Boost Index 
The selection of the case tools consisted of multiple iterations. At first, only six tools were 
chosen for the analysis. Despite the tools’ great level of detail with regards to their questions, 
a preliminary analysis of these tools demonstrated, however, that the information which I 




themes, question types, or structure, the obtained information were certainly valuable, but 
less rich than expected. Of course, the background information of each tool still fed into the 
analysis. But still, I concluded that I would have the capacity to analyze additional tools.  
Thus, this insight led to a re-examination of the initially discarded tools in order to evaluate 
if other tools could be valuable for the analysis. After reviewing the tools again, two more 
assessment tools were picked for the analysis. The tool developed by the Mental Health 
Technology Transfer Center Network was initially discarded because the content of the 
questions appeared to have a too strong focus on mental health organizations. For the 
Ryerson University Diversity Institute tool, the exclusion criterion was similar. Their 
diversity audit tool seemed to be too narrowly focused on gender diversity in the Canadian 
information and communications technology sector. Nevertheless, after a more thorough 
analysis, both tools proved to have a balanced ratio between industry-specific, and general 
diversity questions. I considered both tools valuable for this analysis and therefore, they were 
chosen as additional case tools.  
Figure 4 visualizes the selection process of the eight chosen case tools. 
 
Figure 4. Overview of the case selection process 
On a closing note, it is to be noted that surely a lot more than 23 diversity assessment tools 
have been developed worldwide. However, given the limited search period and a bound case 
number between four and ten, internet search hits were only investigated until saturation of 
sources was reached. This means that in consideration of the limited timeframe of the thesis, 
I gathered sufficient case tools for the analysis. Naturally, there are countless more 
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combinations of further search keywords and presumably, many more tools remained 
unfound due to Google’s search algorithms. The Talent Boost Index, for example, does not 
include any of the typically used keywords in its name, and thus was unable to be found 
without specifying ‘Business Finland’ with it.  
3.3 Data Analysis 
The analysis process of my research was divided into two main phases. At first, each case 
underwent a within-case analysis, which was then followed by a cross-case analysis 
(Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). During the within-case analysis, each diversity assessment 
tool was analyzed individually across a number of analysis criteria. In the latter phase, the 
cases were then cross-analyzed to determine differences and similarities between them 
(Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). During the cross-case analysis, I also put the findings 
obtained by the case tool analysis into comparison with the insights gained from the literature 
review and the conducted expert interviews. Dividing the data analysis into two phases was 
indispensable since the ultimate goal of my data analysis phase was to derive an empirically 
founded global comparison of diversity assessment tools. Naturally, the tools thus needed to 
be analyzed individually first.  
To guide both the within- and cross-case analysis, I defined numerous analysis parameters, 
which are presented in Figure 5. Existing reviews of organizational assessments from the 
diversity and cultural competence field served as inspiration for defining these analysis 
criteria  (Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2005; Trenerry & Paradies, 2012).  
 
Figure 5. Analysis criteria for the empirical research  
Due to the project background of the Talent Boost Index, a special emphasis of the analysis 
laid on the evaluation and comparison of the themes covered in the diversity assessment 
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organizations behind the case tools considered relevant assessing. Nonetheless, I considered 
it equally important to analyze further criteria in order to understand, e.g., what organizations 
stand behind the tools, how the development process of the tools took place, and for what 
purpose they were developed. Therefore, I divided the analysis criteria into two larger 
categories which served as a structural guide for the reporting of the within-case analysis. 
Consequently, I provide a more elaborated description of the analysis criteria in the chapter 
introduction of the within-case analysis (Chapter 4). 
For the analysis of my empirical data, qualitative content analysis served as my analytic 
technique. The technique consists in analyzing, reducing, and reorganizing textual data to 
draw conclusions from it (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Typically, qualitative content analysis 
is divided into three phases: immersion, reduction, and interpretation (Coffey & Atkinson, 
1996; Miles & Huberman, 1994). During the immersion phase, I familiarized myself with 
the collected data and document my first impressions. During the reduction phase, which 
forms the heart of the content analysis process, I reduced the vast amount of data into only 
what is relevant for the research question. To assist in this process and reduce the data 
systematically, I defined codes and broke down the data into emerging themes. Lastly, 
during the interpretation phase, I then interpreted the reduced and coded data and to draw 
my conclusions from it. (Forman & Damschroder, 2007) 
Therefore, codes represented the classification system for the qualitative content analysis of 
my data. In general, codes can be either inductive or deductive, where the former emerge 
during the immersion in the data and the so-called preliminary coding process, and the latter 
are constructed or identified from a theoretical framework (Forman & Damschroder, 2007). 
For my study, I followed a mix of both concepts. The previously mentioned analysis criteria 
served as codes for the analysis of the case tools but also the interview data. They were partly 
based on existing organizational assessment reviews (e.g. Harper et al., 2006), and thus of a 
deductive nature. At the same time, by including the analysis criteria “striking 
characteristics”, I remained an open mindset during the analysis process and did not restrict 
myself to the bounded criteria, and thus codes, only. Consequently, by maintaining this open 
mindset, further topics emerged during the analysis of the case tools and interviews, which 
led me to define additional codes. Thus, the assigning of codes was an iterative process that 
characterized by being both inductive and deductive.   
Thematic analysis has been discarded as a suitable analysis method for the secondary data 




experiences (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Even though thematic analysis looks into finding 
patterns and similarities across the sample, something useful for my analysis, I felt that the 
method is more suited for the analysis of primary data (e.g. interviews). For the analysis of 
the four conducted expert interviews, however, I analyzed the interviews using the 
qualitative content analysis by applying the predefined codes (parameters) while yet 
remaining open for deducting codes during the analysis. Similarly, secondary data, such as 
media texts related to the case tools, were also analyzed in a straightforward way following 
the codes.  
A fundamental concept to remember during the qualitative content analysis is the circular 
nature of my research. This research, and thus analysis phase, did not follow a linear 
structure. After acquiring sufficient knowledge in an initial literature review, I conducted the 
data collection and analysis. As a result of the analysis of the case tools, I obtained further 
inspiration for the literature review. Consequently, after a preliminary data analysis phase, I 
returned to conducting a more thorough literature review that aligns with the content areas 
identified in the empirical part of my thesis. The new insights from the literature then served 
as foundation for the comparison of my empirical findings with the literature (see  
Chapter 5).  
3.4 Research Evaluation, Limitations and Ethics 
After some research considerations such as circularity, transparency, or validity have already 
been briefly addressed throughout the previous sections, final ethical considerations are 
presented in this section.  
Triangulation represents a very common procedure to validate research and create a more 
holistic work. Patton (1999) distinguishes between four kinds of triangulation: Method 
triangulation, triangulation of sources, analyst triangulation, and theory triangulation. While 
it is recommended to apply triangulation of all four kinds to obtain the most verified findings, 
Patton (1999) concedes that most research studies have budget or time constraints and are 
thus unable to conduct all four kinds of triangulation. In my thesis, I used multiple data 
collection methods, examined different textual data (diversity assessment tools, websites, 
and media text) as part of my secondary data analysis, and conducted member checking with 
my interview participants to verify the correctness of my interpretations. Therefore, I used 
three out of four triangulation methods. If I would have had a second analyst verifying my 




the theory triangulation, an approach to use multiple theories to analyze the data, was not 
used in my thesis.  
An additional factor that can influence the research outcome, and hence requires reflection, 
is my role in the research. Glesne (1999) distinguishes these forms of involvement within 
business research as insider and outsider roles. My role in the research lies somewhere in 
between the two roles. In the analysis of the secondary data, for example, I took the role of 
an outsider because I analyzed the diversity assessment tools from a rather neutral 
perspective. More generally, however, I am not in a pure outsider role either since I have 
been commissioned for this research by Business Finland and am working towards providing 
them with recommendations for actions. The fact that the results of this thesis will be 
published by Aalto University and Business Finland underlines that my role in the research 
lies in between the insider and outsider role.  
Hence, it was my ethical responsibility to clearly communicate my relationship with 
Business Finland and the purposes of this study when I conducted interviews with 
participants outside the company. Further, Eriksson & Kovalainen (2008, ch. 5, p. 7) argue 
that sponsorship can lead to a “bias in the research paradigm” if a particular research method 
or setting is favored. While this is partly true since the methodology of multiple case studies 
has been chosen because of the Talent Boost Index, I would still argue that the goals of my 
study remained largely academic. However, I could face accusations of alleged case 
selection bias, which is why I defined the case inclusion criteria and was very transparent 
about any decision making at all times.  
Lastly, I want to point out that ethical considerations go beyond the empirical context (e.g. 
handling of data, participants, case organization). It is equally important to report the truth 
and cite other researchers correctly at any time of the thesis process (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 
2008). For this purpose, Aalto University has published a Code of Academic Integrity, which 




4 FINDINGS OF WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS  
In this chapter, I present one part of the findings of my qualitative research on diversity 
assessment tools. Given that this part focuses on the within-case analysis, each of the eight 
case tools is thoroughly analyzed on its own. Here, the analysis is not solely focused on the 
content of each tool but also evaluates the context in which each tool emerged. As elaborated 
in the methodology Section 3.3, I applied certain criteria during this analysis process. These 
criteria will now serve as a structural guideline to present the findings of the analysis.  
Each tool description starts with an elaboration of background information. Among other 
things, I emphasize which organization stands behind each tool and how the development 
process of the tool took place. By analyzing the tools through the lens of the four perspectives 
of diversity management that I defined in Section 2.1.4 (social justice, business case 
(benefits), needs, and compliance), I also evaluate the approach each organization takes to 
diversity. 
In the second step, I present a more specific analysis of the tools themselves. Among the 
content of each tool, here, I go into aspects like the structure of the tools, their intended target 
group, and the response formats used. At this point, I also re-evaluate the perspectives from 
which each organization addresses diversity inside their tool. This re-evaluation serves to 
assess whether organizations use the same approach to diversity in support documents (e.g. 
their website) and the tool itself, or if they may vary. For example, an organization might 
promote diversity from the business case perspective on their website, but the questions of 
their assessment tool may then be phrased in such a way that they rather promote diversity 
from a needs perspective.  
Within the respective in-depth analyses, each tool is visualized with a figure that entails its 
main components. For these overview figures, the tools have been simplified while 
remaining in their original structure. For example, if components of one tool were numbered, 
then the numbering was transferred into the figure. The figures are designed as vertical 
flowcharts to display each tool’s components in a chronological order. I decided to include 
a relatively thorough elaboration of the tool’s components inside the overview figures to 
ensure that the content of the tools could be understood in the most appropriate context. To 
simplify the tool’s component even further, I also created overview figures of the emerging 
themes in each tool. These models serve to comprehend from what angles each organization 




While the analysis criteria served as a great guideline for the analysis process and granted 
me sufficient uniformity between the tools, I would like to highlight that they were not used 
as a universal template. By including analysis criteria like ‘striking characteristics’, I ensured 
to keep an open-mindset during the analysis process and not limit myself to the bounded 
criteria too strictly. In fact, my goal of the within-case analysis was to highlight the 
uniqueness factor of each tool. It is for this reason that I point out the distinctive 
characteristics of each tool in a concluding paragraph of each case analysis.  
In the following section, the tool developed by Business Finland is analyzed first. 
Afterwards, the case tools are presented based on the alphabetical order of the organizations 
that developed them. To clearly distinguish the tools from each other, I assigned descriptive 
headings to each section which explicate the purpose that each tool serves.  
4.1  Business Finland 
– A tool to evaluate Finnish organizations’ capabilities to hire foreigners 
Background Information 
Finland is currently facing a nationwide labor shortage in some industries, predominantly in 
SMEs (TEM, n.d.-a). While this shortage is partly caused by the decreasing birth rates and 
the retirement of the post-war generation within the Finnish population (Statistics Finland, 
2020), the country also lacks foreigners to fill vacant job positions (TEM, n.d.-b). Obviously, 
a national labor shortage is not desired by the Finnish Government as it endangers the 
country’s economic growth and global competitiveness. As birth rates and retirements are 
of course much harder to combat compared to hiring more foreign professionals, the 
government has taken it upon itself to promote employment-related immigration. 
It is for this reason that the Finnish Government launched a cross-administrative 
governmental initiative called Talent Boost Program in 2017 (TEM, n.d.-a). Among other 
things, the program aims at branding Finland as an internationally attractive place to live, 
study, and work, as well as supporting Finnish companies to become capable of recruiting 
foreign professionals (TEM, n.d.-b). The main coordinators of the program are two Finnish 
ministries: The Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment and the Ministry of 
Education and Culture. The responsibility for coordinating nationwide business services for 
the Talent Boost Program lies, however, with Business Finland, a Finnish Government 
organization mainly focusing on internationalization and innovation activities (Business 




As one of their services, Business Finland launched an online survey in 2020 called Talent 
Boost Index, which helps companies to explore their “organization’s capabilities in 
recruiting international talents and leading a multicultural community” (Business Finland, 
2020). The questionnaire is mainly targeted at SMEs since they are believed to have the 
biggest struggles with hiring foreign workforce. Participation in the questionnaire is 
anonymous, but organizations can indicate their e-mail address in order to receive a 
performance report upon completion of the survey (Business Finland, 2020). 
One special property of the Talent Boost Index is its development process. Business Finland 
created the tool in a joint effort with the Helsinki Region Chamber of Commerce1 (Business 
Finland, 2020). In multiple discussions that I had with project representatives from both 
organizations, I found highly interesting details on the testing procedures, which were 
undertaken during the development process. During the one-year long development process, 
Business Finland collected feedback from companies and individual diversity experts on 
various occasions (E-Mail extract Ainla & Salonen, 2020a). These feedback rounds, which 
were conducted in the form of one-day-workshops, provided Business Finland with valuable 
suggestions for improvement from their intended target audience. Especially employees in 
HR or management positions of SMEs from various sectors were invited to the workshops, 
as they are the ones who should ultimately fill out the survey for their company (E-Mail 
extract Ainla & Salonen, 2020). The collected feedback was very positive and led to the 
revision of some questions. For instance, some questions were added or removed to make 
the flow of the questionnaire smoother, and particular terms used in the survey were revised 
(E-Mail extract Ainla & Salonen, 2020).  
The aforementioned aspects demonstrate clearly what approach to diversity Business 
Finland takes with the Talent Boost Program. By highlighting the underlying issue of the 
labor-shortage and communicating the goal to promote employment-related immigration, 
Business Finland portrays diversity from a needs-perspective, aiming to encourage 
organizations to consider hiring foreigners. At the same time, this desire to increase 
immigration could also be interpreted as a business case perspective since the migrants could 
be beneficial for an organization’s performance. From which perspective diversity is 
 
1 For the purpose of simplicity and readability, only Business Finland will be named in the further course of 




addressed inside the Talent Boost Index, meaning how the content of the actual tool 
approaches diversity, will be elaborated in the next subsection.   
Analysis of the Tool 
The Talent Boost Index is an online survey predominantly aimed for Finnish SMEs. Given 
the fact that the tool is offered online, there are some specialties about it. One of them that 
is crucial to mention at this point already, is that online surveys, as compared to offline PDF 
documents, can easily implement trigger questions, meaning that different responses to a 
question lead to varying following questions. The Talent Boost Index includes such 
questions. Accordingly, the number of questions and categories to be answered by the 
participating organizations can vary greatly. In total, the Talent Boost Index encompasses up 
to 37 questions, of which eight questions serve to request general information on the  
survey-taking organization. A chronological overview of the tool’s question is illustrated in 






3. Business turnover of the branch
4. Number of employees at the branch
5. Name of the organization
Business goals and customers
6. Shortage of skilled workforce is 
challenge for company
7. Type of prospective applicants 
considered for hiring
8. Goal of international growth
9. Hiring of staff that is familiar 
with target markets and clients
10. Perceived value of innovation 
and business development due to 
a multicultural team
11. Languages of the customers
12. Intentions to hire foreign 
employees within the next year
13. Competence-based hiring 
process
14. International brand marketing 
efforts to attract foreign talent
Recruitment
15. Possession of necessary resources to recruit 
international employees
16. Channels for searching for new employees
17. Language of job posting
18. If other than Finnish or Swedish: Reasons for 
publishing in non-domestic languages
19. Existence of foreign employees at company (in Finnish location)
If Yes
20. Origin of Employees
21. Support activities for foreign employees
If No





Figure 6. Business Finland: Tool overview 
As Figure 6 shows, the Talent Boost Index includes two trigger questions (Question 17 and 
19), of which the latter one is of significant importance since it causes a highly varying 
number of questions. The question analyzes if the survey-taking organization employs any 
26./33. Communication language used at work 27./34. Language used for communicating key work 
instructions
Communication and guidance for work instructions
28./35. Recommendation of a job at own company 
to a friend
29./36. Open feedback
30./37. E-mail address to send results
Ending
31. Leadership’s skills to lead a multicultural team
32. Coaching for managers for leading a 
multicultural work community
Required skills for a manager of a multicultural team
25. Identified need to train managers on how to 
lead a multicultural work community
26. Multicultural working community
Communication and language
21. Readiness for multicultural working 
community
22./27. Open discussion of benefits and challenges of multicultural work communities
23./28. Equal opportunities for skill development for all employees
29. Encouragement of foreign employees to 
advance to management and leadership positions
24./30. Managers and supervisors have open minded attitude towards culturally different employees
Engagement of foreign employees
25. Support of official and unofficial networking of 
employees with foreign background
Elaboration of the Finnish culture 
to international applicants
Elaboration of the Finnish labor market 
to international applicants
22. Elaboration of how the Finnish society operates
23. Elaboration of the rules of conduct in a Finnish 
workplace
24. Evaluation of company’s current state 




foreign workers. This is a key question for Business Finland as the questionnaire’s main goal 
is to evaluate an organization’s capabilities to recruit and lead foreign talents. Naturally, an 
organization that already has experience with foreigners and multiple cultures, needs to be 
asked different questions than an organization that is yet to employ its first foreigner. 
Consequently, depending on the response to Question 19, organizations complete either 22 
or 29 content-related questions across 5 or 8 categories respectively. To display both 
triggered sequences of questions, I decided to apply a parallel counting system in Figure 6. 
Whenever a question lists two numbers, this means that the question is asked to both, 
organizations that do not yet employ foreigners and organizations that already do.  
The Talent Boost Index is designed in a very modern and simple design. There is only one 
question visible at a time and by scrolling down or clicking on an arrow, organizations get 
to the next question. In addition, a sidebar is permanently visible, which visualizes the 
progress made and the number of questions. While I personally find the design very 
appealing, I got the feeling that it came at the cost of reduced functionality. That is because 
the Talent Boost Index does not use permanently visible headings, which could help the 
participants to guide along the themes of the questionnaire easier. In addition, Business 
Finland unfortunately does not outline in the tool’s introduction which topics are queried in 
the questionnaire. This means that the survey-taking organization has no information about 
what exactly it can expect in terms of the content. Within the survey, however, organizations 
are informed about the upcoming questions. For this purpose, each new category of 
questions is introduced with the name of the topic as a heading and a smaller explanatory 
paragraph.  
That the target audience of the Talent Boost Index are Finnish SMEs has been discussed 
already above. However, it is worth mentioning that the focus on SMEs is also reflected 
inside the survey’s question. The previously mentioned Question 19, for example, evaluates 
if an organization already employs foreigners. If the survey was aimed at multinational 
enterprises, this question would obviously be redundant. In the introduction part of the tool, 
Business Finland also points out who ideally should complete the Talent Boost Index. That 
is employees in human resources or managerial positions.  
As mentioned earlier, one possibility of using an online tool is to incorporate trigger 
questions. Another possibility connected to the Talent Boost Index being designed as an 
online tool is that Business Finland can directly collect data on the participating 




provide organizations with a performance report. To evaluate the performance and overall 
maturity of an organization to recruit foreigners and lead multicultural teams, Business 
Finland defined five different profiles, which range from ‘First steps’ to ‘Forerunner’. Based 
on predefined classification criteria, the respective responses of the organizations 
automatically determine to which profile the organization belongs. In addition to the profile 
description that outlines the performance of the organization, the report also includes links 
to various services that can be used by organizations to improve their capabilities in 
recruiting international talent and leading a multicultural workforce.  
Throughout the Talent Boost Index multiple response formats are used. In total, the tool uses 
four different types of responses: Yes/No responses, list responses (single- and multiple-
answer), open-ended responses, and matrix responses.  
In the following, I want to briefly discuss the matrix-format questions, which caught my 
particular attention when I analyzed the Talent Boost Index. Roughly half of the content-
related questions are assessed in the form of a matrix. For these questions, Business Finland 
lists a statement and then asks the organization to rate this statement in an 
importance/agreement-matrix. Question 6, for instance, states “A shortage of skilled 
workforce is a challenge for our company” and organizations can then indicate how 
important they perceive this issue and how much they agree with this statement. Personally, 
I find this question type unique because it goes beyond the typical “ticking of boxes” that I 
commonly face in surveys. Through this format, I believe participants are granted a lot more 
flexibility in their responses as they can place their answer anywhere in the four quadrants.  
Regina Ainla, a Business Finland employee and one of the coordinators of the Talent Boost 
Program, elaborated the purpose of the matrix-format in an interview with me. She told me 
that Business Finland wanted to design the survey in the most ideal way to evaluate the 
organizations’ motivation to internationalize and diversify. Their partnering software 
development company then came up with this design suggestion of a matrix, since they have 
had prior experience with motivational surveys, when they conducted an evaluation on the 
Finnish parliament elections. What Business Finland ultimately perceived as the main 
benefits of the matrix-format is that it permits a prioritization for both the survey-taking 
organization and Business Finland itself. Participants are able to compare their responses of 
all matrix-questions and can identify what they classified as their weakest areas. Therefore, 




Finland, the responses assist in determining the biggest bottlenecks among the participants 
and determining where their services would be required. (Interview with Ainla, 2020) 
A closer look at the different categories of the Talent Boost Index displayed in Figure 6 
shows that the questionnaire covers several themes. For the more comprehensive analysis of 
the survey’s themes, I will not use Figure 6, however, but the following illustration that 
Business Finland provided me.  
 
 
Figure 7. Business Finland: Tool themes 
Figure 7 shows what Business Finland perceives as important when evaluating an 
organization’s capabilities to hire foreign talent and to manage multicultural teams. The 
questions and categories of the Talent Boost Index are based on this figure. As I was told in 
the interview, the illustration was built on opinions collected by the companies that 
participated in the workshops during the development process of the Talent Boost Index, as 
well as on some research conducted by Business Finland. Business Finland believes that the 
‘Will of leadership’ is the determining factor for an organization to become internationally 
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carried over to the rest of the organization. The six boxes of the second level represent the 
reasons and “excuses” that organizations commonly use to not become more internationally 
diverse. (Interview with Ainla, 2020). For example, an organization might complain that a 
non-Finnish employee would be inconvenient for their organization as the contact with the 
customers, the communication within the organization, and all of their processes are 
dominated by the Finnish language and would not be desired in English. Lastly, the outer 
white boxes stand for some of the organic outcomes that organizations can generate when 
they actively address the six core areas. For instance, if an organization was to put more 
emphasis on their work culture and embrace the diversity of their staff, this could organically 
expose them to an increased creativity in form of out of the box thinking since an inclusive 
and open culture would be present, which ultimately may lead to new business opportunities. 
(Interview with Ainla, 2020) 
What cannot be seen in the illustration, but was mentioned by Ainla in the interview too, is 
that Business Finland originally possessed a list of over 60 potential survey questions. But 
ultimately, the organization decided that the questionnaire should be as short as possible to 
reduce the threshold for organizations to complete it fully. Therefore, additional themes were 
unable to be included in the tool. (Interview with Ainla, 2020)  
The perspective from which Business Finland approaches diversity inside the Talent Boost 
Index is highly interesting. In contrast to the clear communication in supporting documents 
(e.g. Business Finland’s website), Business Finland evaluates diversity in the survey in a 
very subtle manner. The first content-questions of the survey are not directly related to 
diversity and assess, e.g., an organization’s motivation to grow internationally. Only after a 
few questions, diversity (in terms of nationality) starts to be evaluated. The use of the matrix-
question format is beneficial for this subtle approach. The statements that organizations are 
asked to rate are phrased in a positive way, meaning that organizations have to indicate a 
low important/agreement response if they perceive diversity as irrelevant. It seems like the 
Talent Boost Index tries to crystalize through these matrix-questions whether hiring 
international workforce is perceived as a need or a potential benefit (business case) by the 
participating organizations. Therefore, I conclude that Business Finland addresses diversity 
from two different facets: the needs and business case perspective. This approach becomes 




To conclude, the Talent Boost Index stands out in multiple ways. The development of the 
tool was shaped by a thorough testing process, in which D&I experts as well as the intended 
target audience of the Talent Boost Index were involved. The tool itself is specifically 
targeted at Finnish SMEs and it solely addresses one diversity attribute: nationality. 
Moreover, the multiple question types, particularly the unique matrix-format, are a 
distinguishing feature of the Talent Boost Index. Lastly, I find the hybrid approach to 
diversity that Business Finland takes highly interesting. Business Finland manages to 
communicate diversity from two different perspectives through the abovementioned subtle 
approach. 
4.2  American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
– A tool to promote a proactive approach to diversity 
Background Information 
The U.S. population is growing increasingly diverse. Research by the U.S. Census Bureau 
projects that more than half of the nation’s population will belong to a minority group by 
2044. During that year, the population will be compromised of 24.6% Hispanic, 13.1% 
black, 7.9% Asian and 3.8% multiracial, the study states. Only slightly more than 49% of 
the population will be White alone (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). As leaders across different 
industries come to understand this increasing diversity of their workforce and the importance 
to address the issue, they often face a similar predicament. That is the uncertainty of what to 
do next. They lack support in how to address D&I at the workplace in order to mitigate the 
risks and maximize the benefits of a culturally diverse workforce (Tysiac, 2014).  
However, there are institutions that equip companies with tools and frameworks to assist in 
their change process. One of them is the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
(AICPA), which represents an advocative body of the Certified Public Accountant 
community. Among other things, the AICPA serves as representation of the Certified Public 
Accountant profession in the U.S. in the processes of setting new standards and developing 
new rules (AICPA, n.d.-a). Further, the AICPA is committed to providing educational 
guidance materials to its members and to promoting D&I within the CPA profession and its 
workforce (AICPA, n.d.-b). For this purpose, the AICPA has developed a variety of D&I 
tools and resources. The developed material ranges from a general D&I assessment tool and 
a recruitment and retention toolkit, over an online mentoring program, to webcasts or a 




For this thesis, AICPA’s D&I assessment tool, the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model, is 
of particular interest and has been analyzed further. The tool assesses an organization’s 
progress in D&I and indicates where a company is heading with their current practices 
(AICPA, n.d.-c). An anonymized database of the responses of other participating 
organizations also allows organizations to benchmark their practices (Tysiac, 2014). 
Organizations can access and take the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model after setting up 
a free user account, and receive a personalized report upon completion of the survey. As the 
next step, organizations can n leverage other by the AICPA provided resources such as the 
recruitment and retention toolkit, for instance, which assists in developing a concrete D&I 
strategy and in implementing actions (AICPA, n.d.-c).  
The publication date of the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model is not stated on the website 
of the AICPA and causes confusion. While some press articles write about the tool already 
in 2014 (e.g. Tysiac, 2014), other press releases argue that the tool was initially developed 
in 2015 (e.g. CPA Practice Advisor, 2019). The exact release date is not of too much 
importance, however, as the tool has been updated since then and a new revamped version 
of the tool was launched by the AICPA. The improvement measures included an adaption 
to more current D&I practices as well as a more user-friendly handling of the tool, which 
was achieved by streamlining questions (CPA Practice Advisor, 2019). Since there are no 
two versions of the tool available online, it can be assumed that the version used for this 
analysis represents the revamped version of the tool.  
In addition to the not explicitly stated release date of the tool, other background information 
concerning the development process of the tool is rather scarce too. Limited Information is 
provided by the AICPA and the information that is available is solely focused on the purpose 
of the tool and the areas that it covers. Only when looking a little deeper into press articles 
or other resources, one can find out more details about the tools such as the release date, for 
example. One additional, relevant fact about the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model is 
that during the development process of the tool input from accounting leaders was sought to 
(Tysiac, 2014).  
Given the rather limited background information on the tool, it is hard to derive with full 
certainty, which issues the tool intends to solve. However, the fact that the AICPA refers in 
one of multiple blog posts to the previously mentioned trend of increasingly becoming 
diverse workforce in the U.S. (see AICPA, 2020a; AICPA, 2020b), it could be concluded 




thus, intends to promote a proactive approach to diversity. Perhaps the AICPA knows that 
the window of opportunity for organizations to become as diverse and inclusive as possible 
is closing, since an inclusive work environment can serve as a clear competitive advantage. 
Maybe this is why they raise awareness for the necessity to address the issue.  
Analysis of the Tool 
The Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model assesses D&I practices in organizations and 
expresses their performance in the form of a maturity model score. The tool is divided into 
four sections that are evaluated to determine an organization’s maturity level. Organizations 
are asked to reflect on their practices in the (1) workplace, (2) workforce, (3) marketplace, 
and (4) in community and supplier relations. Each core area entails a different number of 
questions. The ‘workplace’ and ‘workforce’ sections are more emphasized than the other 
two sections. In total, the tool incorporates approx. 24 items across these four sections that 
are assessed to determine the organization’s overall performance. Depending on the 
respective responses of a company, follow-up questions may be asked, which is why the 
number of questions can vary among the participants. In addition to the questions relevant 
to determine the maturity score, background questions about the participating organizations 
are also being asked.  
The following Figure 8 provides a comprehensive overview of the tool’s structure and the 
different components.  
 
Workplace
○ Leadership demonstrates 
commitment towards D&I
○ Metrics about D&I are 
communicated within the 
organization
○ Objectives of the D&I strategy
○ Forms of D&I initiatives
○ Responsible authority for D&I 
oversight and decision-making 
○ Genuine commitment of 
leadership to creating inclusive 
environment
○ Employee training in different 
D&I areas (e.g. unconscious bias 
or embracing differences)




○ Evaluation of leader 
performance includes assessment 
of effective D&I management
○ Evaluation of employee 
performance includes assessment 
of individual D&I behaviour
○ Types of data that are gathered 
and analyzed in the organization
○ Types of diversity recruiting 
practices that are used 
○ Conducting of employee 
engagement studies
○ Measures to ensure equitable 
promotions and advancement
○ Efforts to accommodate religious 
and cultural holidays






Figure 8. American Institute of Certified Public Accountants: Tool overview 
After answering all questions of the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model, organizations 
receive a downloadable, personalized report. The report includes their maturity model score 
and a personalized summary that incorporates details, resources, and tools for improving 
their performance in each core area. The maturity score itself is expressed in the form of a 
percentile, meaning that it is a direct peer-to-peer comparison with other organizations that 
completed the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model. This score is provided for each of the 
four categories and the overall performance. Further, to assist with the interpretation of the 
score, the AICPA classified the scores into four categories that range from Aspiring (low 
score) to Optimizing (high score). To give an example, an organization could achieve a 
maturity score of 94% in the ‘workforce’ category. This means that their ‘workforce’-related 
D&I activities are better than the activities of 94% of the organizations that also took the 
self-assessment. Consequently, with this score they would fall into the highest category: 
Optimizing.  
Supplier & Community
○ Articulation of 
commitment to diversity 
when bidding for work
○ Forms of addressing 
diversity-related interests 
in the community
○ Consideration of 
diverse suppliers when 
selecting third party 
suppliers to work with
○ Consideration of the 
vendor’s commitment to 
D&I when selecting 
vendors
Marketplace
○ Advertising reflects 
understanding of background of 
clients and their cultures
○ Testing of marketing and 
advertising campaigns to ensure 
they are not offensive to anyone
○ Organization’s clients are 





○ Work location | Region
○ Work location | Sub-region
○ Work location | Continent
○ Industry sector
○ Number of Employees
○ Organization publicly traded?
Workforce Details
○ Gender ○ Ethnicity
○ Reporting levels: Entire organization, people leader level, partner level, board level




Another characteristic of the tool that is worth mentioning are its diverse questions. Like the 
Talent Boost Index, the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model uses multiple question formats 
and response types throughout the tool. Here, these varying response formats are Likert-
scales (frequency, likelihood, and importance), lists (single- and multiple-answer) and free-
text fields. I find this interesting because many tools are restricted to one response format 
only, either by choice or design (see Section 3.3.2). Online tools commonly have more 
flexibility, which is why I positively noticed that the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model 
leverages this opportunity and uses multiple response formats. 
In the performance report that the AICPA issues, the organization provides a brief summary 
of the underlying themes of their tool. This overview is presented in Figure 9. 
 
Figure 9. American Institute of Certified Public Accountants: Tool themes   
What I find interesting about the themes of the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model is that 
they are fairly few but still very expressive and diverse. In a sense, the tool manages to 
evaluate a broad-reaching combination of topics with a minimum number of questions. The 
focus is clearly on the four different categories but within each category, no theme is 
assessed with more than two questions. All themes appear well-thought through and clearly 
separated. Personally, I enjoyed this briefness while I took the assessment. It avoided 
dullness and ensured that the overall time required for completion of the tool was not 
excessive.  
What I additionally liked about the AICPA’s tool is the fact that it runs on a platform and 
the advantages that this brings along. Being able to log into a personalized account that 
permits the participating organization to save their responses and review their progress over 
time, clearly is an added value. In fact, the AICPA recommends in the provided personalized 
report that the tool should be retaken after a year to evaluate one’s progress. In addition, the 
Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model convinces through a very smooth interface that is very 
user-friendly and intuitive. In contrast to the Talent Boost Index, this online tool permanently 
Workforce (People)
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displays the headings of each section, which makes skipping and coming back to sections 
much easier.  
When it comes to the perspective from which the AIPCA approaches D&I, I already clarified 
above that the organization’s approach was hard to determine based on the background 
information. After the analysis of the tool’s components, however, it becomes very clear 
from what angle the AICPA addresses D&I. Particularly the scale questions are phrased in 
such a way, that D&I are described as a best practice and participants need to select 
“negative” responses (e.g. never or strongly disagree) if their organization has not achieved 
that ideal D&I situation yet. Therefore, I conclude that the AICPA approaches D&I in their 
Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model by indirectly communicating it as a need.  
To summarize, the Accounting Inclusion Maturity Model is a platform-based self-assessment 
tool that was created in the context of increasing diversity in the U.S. The AICPA promotes 
a proactive approach to diversity in their supporting documents, while subtly communicating 
the need to tackle diversity issues through their tool. Unfortunately, the AICPA provides 
very little background information on the tool itself, but in turn, has developed numerous 
D&I tools and resources. Moreover, the tool convinces with its compact but extensive 
structure, which facilitates an intuitive and user-friendly handling. Lastly, the Accounting 
Inclusion Maturity Model stands out for its anonymously benchmarked maturity score and 
the possibility of plotting one’s progress over time, which both are only possible because the 
tool is accessible via a platform. 
4.3  Australian Human Rights Commission 
– A tool to address diversity and anti-discrimination practices in Australia 
Background Information 
Racial discrimination continues to be a pressing issue in Australia, significantly impacting 
the wellbeing and health of many Australian citizens (Paradies, 2006). Especially in 
organizational contexts, where diverse employees of all kinds naturally meet, race-based 
discrimination is likely to occur (Paradies et al., 2009). At the same time, however, 
organizations can also play a crucial role in creating and enforcing anti-discrimination 
standards and enhancing diversity (Trenerry et al., 2010). Why organizations should be 
interested in possessing a diverse workforce and creating a welcoming environment for their 




promising benefits of diversity, however, Australian organizations seem to continue to 
struggle with racial discrimination and diversity.  
In view of this necessity to address workplace diversity and anti-discrimination practices in 
Australian organizations, the Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC) has developed 
an assessment tool in cooperation with the Diversity Council Australia and Victorian Health 
Promotion Foundation (VicHealth).2 The Workplace cultural diversity tool was launched in 
2014 and is “designed to help organizations measure themselves against best practice 
standards in workplace cultural diversity, effectively manage a culturally diverse workforce, 
plan their business development and chart their progress over time” (AHRC, n.d.). The tool 
is available on a website that was designed specifically for the tool. It allows participating 
organizations to take an online survey, based on which the organization then receives an 
automatically generated performance report.  
There are three major characteristics of the Workplace cultural diversity tool that stand out 
in particular. One special property of this tool is its academic development. The AHRS’s 
tool is a revised version of an already existing tool called Workplace diversity and anti-
discrimination assessment tool, which was developed by two Australian scholars, Paradies 
and Trenerry (AHRC, n.d.). Both scholars have conducted multiples studies in the 
discrimination and diversity field, including a joint extensive review on how to best evaluate 
workplace practices related to anti-discrimination and diversity (Trenerry et al., 2010). One 
of the study’s key findings was that there was no available tool to assess diversity and anti-
discrimination workplace practices within an Australian context (Trenerry et al., 2010). 
Ultimately, this finding led to the development of the Workplace diversity and anti-
discrimination tool, and consequently to the creation of the Workplace cultural diversity 
tool.  
The second special characteristic of the tool is its strong institutional background and 
support. This becomes evident not only by looking at the three partners of the AHRC’s 
project but also by taking a closer look at the original version of the tool. The development 
of Paradies and Trenerry’s tool was commissioned by VicHealth for a program called 
Localities Embracing and Accepting Diversity (LEAD). LEAD, a timely-bounded program 
carried out between 2009 – 2013, aimed at supporting diversity and reducing race-based 
discrimination in Australia (VicHealth, 2014). For this purpose, VicHealth developed a 
 
2 For the purpose of simplicity and readability, only the AHRC will be named when referring to project 




number of resources and tools, like the Workplace diversity and anti-discrimination tool. 
Sponsorship and support institutions for the tools and the overall LEAD project included i.e. 
the Australian Government Department of Social Services, the Victorian Equal Opportunity 
and Human Rights Commission, and the University of Melbourne (VicHealth, 2015). 
Lastly, besides the scholarly foundation and institutional background, the tool is also 
characterized by an intensive testing process. In a first step, VicHealth piloted the original 
version of the tool with two Victorian local councils. During the revision phase of the AHRC, 
the tool was then tested with a wider range of non-profit and corporate organizations across 
Australia, based on which modifications were made. (AHRC, n.d.) 
The aforementioned characteristics of the tool shed light on the underlying issues that the 
tool intends to solve. Clearly, the AHRC, Diversity Council Australia, and VicHealth 
identified a necessity to develop a tool to assist Australian organizations in the challenges of 
their increasingly diverse workforce. Since the tool derived from an anti-discrimination 
program (LEAD), it can, therefore, be concluded that the AHRC addressed diversity from a 
needs perspective.  
At the same time, however, the AHRC does highlight the business case of diversity as well. 
On the tool’s landing page, several statements put emphasis on the benefits of diversity. 
There, the AHRC refers, i.e., to findings of a consultancy study which found that when 
employees perceive a strong commitment to diversity of their employer and feel included at 
work, business performance improves (Deloitte Australia & Victorian Equal Opportunity 
and Human Rights Commission, 2012). In summary, it can thus be deduced that the AHRC 
highlights diversity on the tool’s website from two facets: the needs and business case 
perspective. The next section will outline details of the tool and assess how these two 
perspectives are incorporated throughout the tool. 
Analysis of the Tool 
For this thesis, the Workplace cultural diversity tool, which is the more recent version out of 
the two tools mentioned above, was analyzed. The Workplace cultural diversity tool consists 
of 30 items across seven sections. Each item lists a best practice standard and three options 
that provide examples that demonstrate the standards for organizations. These are 
categorized in: starting out, developing, and advanced. Organizations then simply select one 
of the three options that they believe represents the level that their organization has already 




select N/A (not applicable). Besides the 30 items, real-life examples of good practice can be 
viewed in each of the sections throughout the tool. Figure 10 provides a thorough overview 
of the tool’s 30 items and seven sections. The figure only includes the best practice standards, 
which have been simplified, and does not include the respective response options. 
 
1: Leadership and commitment
1.1 Communication of 
commitment in doc-
uments
1.2 Communication of 
commitment to staff, 
customers and others
1.3 min. 1 executive 
position to oversee 
cultural diversity 
strategy and policies
1.4 Reference group of 
key leaders, staff, and 
stakeholders to help 
develop and implement 
strategy and policies
2: Strategy
2.1 Implementation of cultural 
diversity strategy 
2.2 Strategy is integral part of 
planning process
#
2.3 Implementation of a 
Reconciliation Action Plan
4: Selecting the best staff
4.1 Measures to reduce bias 
towards culturally diverse 
applicants during shortlisting and 
interviewing process
4.2 Interview panel is aware of 
potential barriers in selection 
process for people from culturally 
diverse backgrounds
4.3 Representation of a culturally 
diverse interview panel
3: Finding the best staff
3.1 Use of plain language 
in job advertisements and 
position descriptions
3.2 Use of culturally 
diverse media outlets for 
job advertisements
3.3 Use of culturally 
diverse images in 
promotional and 
recruitments resources
3.4 Briefing of cultural 
diversity goals to 
employment agencies
6: Developing a strong culture
5: Keeping the best staff
5.1 Leadership commitment to 
support and create opportunities 
for culturally diverse staff
5.2 Implementation of retention 
and promotion strategies for 
culturally diverse staff
5.3 Regular review of benefits 
policies to ensure they meet needs 
of culturally diverse workforce
6.1 Consideration of significant 
cultural/ religious days when 
planning key business events
6.2 Training on cultural diversity 
to all employees appropriate to 
their level
6.3 Acknowledgement of practices 
and behaviors that demonstrate 
support for cultural diversity
6.4 Systematic evaluation of 
unequal treatment of staff from 
culturally diverse backgrounds 
6.5 Talent Management Strategy 
to identify and equip culturally 
diverse staff for leadership roles
6.6 Welcoming environment for 
people with culturally diverse 
backgrounds 
6.7 Specific amenities to support 
cultural needs of staff
6.8 Images of culturally diverse 
people on website, promotional 
materials and publications
6.9 Regular review of the use of 






Figure 10. Australian Human Rights Commission: Tool overview 
While the AHRC clarifies that the use of its tool is not restricted to companies from a 
particular industry or of a specific size, they also concede that some of the standards may be 
more relevant to larger organizations. To fully benefit from the tool, the AHRC also 
recommends completing the tool with a group of employees from different areas of the 
company and different cultural backgrounds. (AHRC, n.d.) 
Upon completion of the assessment tool, the participating company receives an 
automatically generated report. The focus of the report is the overall performance of the 
organization, including a score overview of the respective sections. In addition, 
organizations receive encouragement to work out implementation ideas based on their 
performance and to convert them into an action plan. To potentially see a tangible 
improvement in an organization’s progress, the AHRC also recommends retaking the survey 
after one year. Lastly, the score report includes a list of resources. These cover other tools 
and fact sheets, as well as relevant studies conducted in the Australian diversity and anti-
discrimination field.  
Across the sections of the tool, different themes of the assessment tool’s components 
emerge, which I summarized in Figure 11.  
 
Figure 11. Australian Human Rights Commission: Tool themes  
7: Ensuring that your strategies work
7.1 Exit processes that are 
sensitive to culturally 
diverse employees
7.2 Evaluation of the 
progress on cultural 
diversity strategy
7.3 Collection of quan-
titative and qualitative 
data to analyze progress 
towards diversity goals
7.4 Action steps are 
formulated if there is a 
significant gap between 
the reality and the goals
Recruitment
o Media (language & images)
o Cultural sensitivity





o Cultural & religious tolerance
o Training
o Evaluation systems
o Talent Management Strategy for cultural 
minorities









o Data collection (quantitative & qualitative)




The Workplace cultural diversity tool conducts a holistic assessment of diversity measures 
in organizations. Within the underlying themes, a wide variety of practices are examined. 
The tool evaluates, i.e., the representation of culturally diverse images across media 
channels, the commitment and guidance of the leadership to implement a diversity strategy, 
or the general sensitivity of employees to equally treat staff from culturally different 
backgrounds. Overall, the items aim to critically evaluate inclusive and non-discriminating 
behavior across all kinds of business activities. 
Interestingly, the 30 items of the tool evaluate the diversity practices within organizations 
solely from the problem-oriented perspective. Activities in which potential bias and unequal 
treatment towards culturally diverse staff can occur, are mainly assessed. The business case 
of diversity, meaning that the benefits of diversity are outlined throughout the tool, is not 
represented in the tool’s items.  
One conspicuousness with regards to the sections is the uneven distribution of items. While 
six of the sections incorporate three to four items each, the tool has a strong focus on 
‘Developing a strong culture’ (nine items), which accounts for almost 1/3 of all the items. 
This strong emphasis on culture can potentially be explained by the tool’s overall focus, 
which lies in cultural diversity.  
Another noteworthy characteristic of the tool that became clear during the analysis is its very 
user-friendly design and handling. Just like in the tool of the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants, a permanently visible overview bar of the seven sections, which also 
indicates in which section the participating organization currently is at, adds structure to the 
tool and ensures intuitive handling. In addition, the responses are saved and can be modified 
since the tool is managed through a platform that is only accessible after setting up a free 
user account. By logging into such an account, the report is therefore constantly available 
and permits, i.e., the possibility of reviewing the responses if an organization desires to 
implement action steps.  
In conclusion, the AHRC tool has many particular characteristics. A strong theoretical 
foundation, institutional background, and testing process with the tool’s intended target 
audience shaped the development phase of the tool. The tool itself stands out for its strong 
focus on cultural diversity and the aim to reduce unequal treatment and discrimination at the 
workplace. This focus is reflected in the emerging themes of the tool, which includes i.e. the 




complete recruiting process. Additionally, the property of being an online survey is special 
as organizations receive a performance report upon completion. Lastly, the tool convinces 
with its clear structure and intuitive handling. 
4.4  The Centre for Global Inclusion 
– A tool to serve as a global resource for diversity and inclusion research and 
education 
Background Information 
The previously described diversity assessment tools were predominantly created in a 
national context to assist in solving larger issues connected to D&I. This is different for the 
following tool that approaches D&I from a global perspective.  
With the mission to “serve as a resource for research and education for individuals and 
organizations in their quest to improve diversity and inclusion practices around the world” 
(Diversity Collegium, 2020), the Centre for Global Inclusion was founded in the U.S. in 
2017. The Centre is a non-profit, charity organization that has distributed their free resources 
to individuals, businesses, governments, academia, and NGOs worldwide (The Centre for 
Global Inclusion, 2017a). The core-piece of their offered resources is a PDF document called 
Global Diversity & Inclusion Benchmarks: Standards for Organizations Around the World 
(GDIB). Its purpose is to help organizations around the world to develop and implement 
D&I best practices (O’Mara & Richter, 2017).  
There are three characteristics of the GDIB that I find particularly remarkable. First, it is 
fruitful to look into the extensive history of the tool. While the current edition of the GDIB 
is from 2017, the origin of the tool dates back to 1993. Back then, The Tennessee Valley 
Authority (TVA) developed a unique set of diversity benchmarks. Roughly ten years later, 
the practitioners Julie O’Mara and Alan Richter found these benchmarks in their desire to 
develop a tool themselves that improves the quality of D&I work globally. They considered 
the benchmarks by the TVA as valuable but concluded that the benchmarks were too U.S.-
focused for their global tool as well as partly outdated with the maturation of the D&I field. 
Therefore, with the help of 47 D&I experts, O’Mara and Richter reworked the TVA’s tool 
and updated the tool to represent the relevant D&I best practices. In 2006, they then 
published the first edition of the GDIB and started to disseminate it globally. Since then, the 
tool has been revised four times, hereby making the current version from 2017 the fifth 




revisions over the years, only the best practices were modified to ensure their current 
relevance. The structure of the tool remained identical since the first edition from 2006. (The 
Centre for Global Inclusion, 2017b) 
The second remarkable characteristic of the GDIB is the extensive involvement of D&I 
experts in the development process of the tool. As described above, a large group of D&I 
experts assisted in the initial development of the tool in 2006. Over the past years and 
editions of the tool, this number increased constantly. The current version of the GDIB was 
developed with the assistance of 95 expert panelists from all over the world (O’Mara & 
Richter, 2017). For the upcoming sixth edition of the GDIB, 114 persons were invited to 
serve as expert panelists (The Centre for Global Inclusion, 2020). The panelists are people 
with year-long experience in the D&I field and come from diverse world regions, different 
types and sizes of organizations, and represent various diversity dimensions (The Centre for 
Global Inclusion, 2020). Choosing an expert panelist group that encompasses a broad variety 
of backgrounds and areas of expertise was essential for the authors since the GDIB 
represents the panelists’ collective point of view (O’Mara & Richter, 2017). With this 
knowledge at hand that almost 100 D&I experts were involved in the development of the 
best practices, I can confidently conclude that the GDIB has an extremely strong validity.  
The last major characteristics, and in my opinion most impressive one, is the immense scope 
of the GDIB. In the 80-page long document, the authors list a total of 266 D&I best practices 
across 14 categories (O’Mara & Richter, 2017). Further, the GDIB stands out for visualizing 
the relationship between the categories with a well-thought-out model. More information 
about the broad scope of the GDIB and its content are presented in the following analysis 
section.  
As briefly mentioned at the beginning of this section, the GDIB takes a different approach 
to diversity than other diversity assessment tools. The goal of the GDIB is to improve D&I 
practices across the world. It does not promote the business case of diversity, nor does it try 
to solve any issues related to D&I. Instead, I would describe the GDIB’s approach to 
diversity as purely educational.  
Analysis of the Tool 
The GDIB is a very comprehensive self-assessment tool. Organizations have the opportunity 
to assess their D&I progress across 14 different categories, which are organized into four 




the benchmarks at Level 5 considered best practice. Organizations then select those 
benchmarks that, according to their best knowledge, reflect their organization’s current 
standard the closest. In that sense, the GDIB functions like a checklist. By ticking the 
respective benchmarks within the five different groups, the GDIB gives an indication of how 
good an organization's D&I practices are at present. In total, organizations can evaluate their 
D&I progress across 266 benchmarks, which are distributed across the five levels of the 14 
categories. An overview of the tool’s categories and a sample of benchmarks is provided in 
Figure 12.  
In contrast to the previous three diversity assessment tools, the GDIB is not an online tool 
or survey. Instead, the tool is provided as an offline PDF document, allowing anyone to 
download, read, and use the GDIB. Only when using the tool for other purposes than 
analyzing one’s own D&I progress, as in the case of my thesis, permission must be 
requested. Given the fact that the tool is offline and therefore does not transmit the responses 
to the Centre for Global Inclusion, the GDIB does not include a performance report as their 
service. 
Regarding the target group of the GDIB, O’Mara and Richter specify that their tool is for all 
sectors, sizes, and types of organizations around the world. However, they also concede that 
some benchmarks may be more likely to be achieved by larger companies. Information about 
what role responsibility the person filling out the tool should ideally have, is not provided 





Figure 12. The Centre for Global Inclusion: Tool overview 
Beside the immense scope of the GDIB, the depth of the tool also caught my attention. I 
found it interesting to observe that the tool possesses two levels of categorization. As 
observed in the previous diversity assessment tools, questions or best practices were so far 
classified under one sort of category only. Here, however, the 14 categories of the tool are 
266 Total Benchmarks at 5 Levels
Best Practices | Progressive | Proactive | Reactive | Inactive
Sample actions:
○ Support of D&I 
initiatives from leaders 
of all levels












Listen to & 
Serve Society
4 Groups
14 Categories and Concrete Actions
1. D&I Vision, Strategy, 
and Business Case
2. Leadership and 
Accountability





6. Job Design, 
Classification, and 
Compensation







10. Connecting D&I and 
Sustainability
7. D&I Learning and 
Education
Sample actions:
○ Regular reviews of 
D&I work components 
(e.g. Vision or Strategy)
○ Contribution of the 
D&I strategy to specific 
accomplishments
○ Communication of 
D&I vision, strategy and 
businesses case to staff
Sample actions:
○ D&I learning material
○ Continuous D&I 
training curriculum
Sample actions:
○ Awareness of and 
reflection on diversity-
related bias




○ In-depth assessment of 
D&I behavior, attitude, 
and perception 
○ Measuring of D&I 
progress
○ Conducting and sharing 
of D&I research
Sample actions:
○ Availability of flexible 
work arrangements




○ Classification and 
compensation systems 
address conscious and 
unconscious bias
Sample actions:
○ Branding of D&I
○ Easy accessibility to 
D&I topics on the website





compensation is tied to 
D&I indicators
○ Management support 
of diversity initiatives, 
even when controversial Sample actions:
○ Consideration of D&I 
as integral to overall 
long-term success and 
sustainability of company
○ Measuring and 







○ Community support 
(e.g. scholarships)
○ Support of other 
company’s D&I initia-
tives in the community
12. Products and 
Services Development
Sample actions:
○ Diverse composition 
of products and services 
teams
○ Organization shows 
link between diversity 
and innovation 
13. Marketing and 
Customer Service
Sample actions:
○ Use of analysis 
techniques to respond to 
diverse customer base
○ Awareness of needs 




○ Diversity is considered 
when selecting suppliers





additionally classified into four groups. And the categories are not just divided into the 
groups, but also put into relationship to each other. This relationship between the four groups 
and their respective categories is illustrated by the GDIB Model below, which represents the 
core-element of the 80-page document.  
 
Figure 13. The Centre for Global Inclusion: Tool themes  
O’Mara and Richter explain that the model is designed as an equilateral triangle to symbolize 
equality and strength. The Foundation categories form the base of the triangle and 
demonstrate that they are indispensable for the effective operation of all other categories. 
Counting with the commitment of the leadership and a clear D&I strategy inside an 
organization, for instance, are crucial requirements to have an effective D&I program. The 
Internal group is often associated with human resource activities like recruitment, 
compensation management, or training. Contrary, the External group encompasses customer 
and other stakeholders related issues. O’Mara and Richter highlight that the External 
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case. The Bridging group is positioned in the center and connects all other three groups. That 
is because activities like D&I-related communication or the assessment of D&I initiatives 
are aspects that are relevant in the other groups too. The dotted lines that separate the four 
groups are a symbol for how interconnected and permeable D&I work should be in 
organizations.  
Personally, I find the GDIB model highly astonishing. The model is an extremely simple, 
strongly symbolic, and easily understandable summary of the extensive 80-page document. 
O’Mara and Richter provide a thorough explanation of the relationship between the groups, 
which is very special as the previous diversity assessment tools did not put their themes or 
categories into relation. Ultimately, the GDIB model clearly demonstrates how holistically 
D&I is addressed in the tool.  
One additional aspect that fascinated me about the GDIB is that besides the 266 best 
practices, it also outlines different approaches to D&I and explains how the motivation to 
address D&I can differ significantly. These approaches, which were defined by O’Mara and 
Richter with the assistance of the 95 panel experts, are displayed in Figure 14.  
 
Figure 14. Approaches to Diversity and Inclusion 
(Based on O’Mara & Richter, 2017: p. 5)  
The authors argue that the ultimate goals of D&I activities are driven by these different 
perspectives. While many organizations might combine multiple approaches, others start 
their D&I journey with a motivation inspired by only one approach, such as compliance or 
social justice. This demonstrates that the perspective towards D&I is influenced by the 
respective context or circumstances in which an organization finds itself in. Further, O’Mara 
and Richter clarify that the five approaches overlap a lot and function as a system. In other 
words, it is not always clear to identify the approach to D&I by only one of the perspectives, 
and one approach may impact another approach.  
The perspectives mentioned in the GDIB are very similar to the four perspectives introduced 
in the literature review, namely social justice, business case, needs, and compliance (see 
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Chapter 2.1.4). In my opinion, the competence and organization development perspectives 
represent an equivalent to the business case perspective. Interestingly, the GDIB also puts 
emphasis on the individual by addressing the perspective of dignity.  
In summary, the GDIB fascinated me in many ways and has numerous unique properties. 
First of all, the tool stands out for its immense scope and its sophisticated model. The GDIB 
elaborates in an impressive manner how their categories stand in relationship to each other. 
In addition to the scope and depth of the tool, the GDIB also stands out with its long history 
dating back to 1993, as well as the extensive involvement of D&I experts in the development 
phase of the tool. Further, the presentation of the different approaches to D&I are special 
about the GDIB. Lastly, it is worth mentioning that the Centre for Global Inclusion takes an 
interesting approach to D&I themselves. It seems to me that the non-profit organization 
considers the purpose of their GDIB as an educational instrument to improve D&I related 
practices on a global scale. 
4.5  Diversity and Inclusion Charter of Peel 
– A tool to support the implementation of a Charter and achieve regional equity in 
Canada 
Background Information 
The regional municipality Peel, located west of the city of Toronto with a population of over 
1.3 million people (Statistics Canada, 2016), is one of Canada’s most diverse, rapidly 
changing and fastest growing regions (Mohanty, 2009). Due to the constant immigration 
over the past decades, the region has changed from a predominantly white neighborhood to 
a region that inhabits people of all races and cultures (Mohanty, 2009). For instance, 
nowadays there are more than 90 languages spoken in the region and 56.8% of the population 
are visible minorities3 (Peel Region, 2011). This diversity can create both challenges and 
opportunities for the region.  
To ensure that more opportunities than challenges are created by diversity and that everyone 
who lives or works in the region feels included, the Regional Diversity Roundtable of Peel 
developed and launched the Diversity and Inclusion Charter of Peel (D&I Charter of Peel, 
2016a). Since the project launch in 2012, the D&I Charter of Peel has continuously worked 
towards achieving social justice across all levels of the municipality such as political 
 
3 The Canadian Government defines visible minority as "persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are 




institutions, health and education systems, or businesses (D&I Charter of Peel, 2015a). The 
core of the project represents, of course, the charter itself. Organizations that sign the D&I 
Charter commit to numerous action steps that ensure the promotion, support, and integration 
of a diverse, equitable and inclusive region (D&I Charter of Peel, 2016a).  
To assist organizations with the implementation process of the charter’s commitments, the 
D&I Charter of Peel provides a variety of additional comprehensive resources such as 
research, reports, or toolkits (D&I Charter of Peel, 2015b). One of these resources is an 
assessment tool called A Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Organizational Self-Assessment 
Tool4, which was analyzed in this thesis. Completing the tool is one possible way how 
organizations that endorse the D&I Charter of Peel can act on their commitment (D&I 
Charter of Peel, 2016b). That is because organizations can use the tool to both identify areas 
for improvements as well as celebrate the progress in diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) 
that they have already made (D&I Charter of Peel, 2016b). The abbreviation “DEI“ is used 
throughout the analysis of the tool since it goes beyond an assessment of diversity and 
inclusion and evaluates equity as well.  
The DEI organizational self-assessment tool was uploaded onto the Charter’s website in the 
form of a PDF document in 2016 (D&I Charter of Peel, 2016b). Just like some of the 
previously described tools, the tool of the D&I Charter of Peel is rooted in governmental 
activities and funded by the state. On the Charter’s website, the Region of Peel, which is the 
municipal government, is listed as the sole funder of the project. However, the website also 
includes a long list of collaborative project partners, which are mainly public institutions. 
(see D&I Charter of Peel, 2015a)  
One interesting observation that I made during the research process concerns the surprisingly 
large difference between the amount of project related background information provided by 
the D&I Charter of Peel in comparison to other websites. Whereas the Charter itself 
convinces through an extremely extensive description of the project, there is almost no 
information about the D&I Charter of Peel available through other websites. While one can 
naturally argue that it is common for an organization to provide most of the project-related 
background information itself, it still struck me how hard it was to find information related 
to the D&I Charter of Peel outside its website. I believe that this lack of cross-referencing to 
other websites can put into question how big the effect of the tool can actually be, if the 
 
4 For reasons of simplicity, the abbreviated name DEI organizational self-assessment tool will be used 




threshold of finding it through the internet is rather high. However, there may, of course, be 
offline channels (e.g. promotion of the Charter in a local event) or other online channels to 
raise awareness that I am simply not aware of.  
One additional aspect about the DEI organizational self-assessment tool that particularly 
caught my attention relates to the development process of the tool. In the acknowledgement 
section inside the tool’s PDF document, the D&I Charter of Peel (2016b) comments that the 
tool is a revised and extended version of an in 2013 drafted self-assessment tool by the 
Regional Diversity Roundtable of Peel. More interestingly, however, the Charter also 
acknowledges that the design of their tool has been adapted from a diversity self-assessment 
tool developed by the Regional Municipality of York, which is another municipality that is 
located next to Toronto (D&I Charter of Peel, 2016b).  
The fact that the DEI organizational self-assessment tool was adapted from a tool by the 
Regional Municipality of York is striking for three reasons. Firstly, the diversity self-
assessment tool of the York Region was located during the initial tool search process of this 
study too and therefore, forms part of the potential tool list as well. Secondly, the York tool 
has a similar background to the tool of the Peel Region, which is that both highly diverse 
regions share the same community goals: To create an inclusive and equitable region for all. 
And lastly, I simply found the fact that a neighboring region adapts another region’s tool 
interesting. That is because this adaption of the tool demonstrates collaboration across 
municipalities as well as the sharing of resources and best practices.  
However, I decided to not include both tools for this analysis. That is because their design 
and background is too similar, which would have mitigated the added value of looking into 
both tools. The decision of choosing the tool of the Peel region over the tool of the York 
Region was firstly due to the Charter of Peel providing more background information on 
their tool, and secondly because their tool is more recent than the in 2014 published tool of 
the York Region (York Region, 2014). However, even though I discarded the York Region’s 
tool for the analysis, I was still able to identify a highly insightful characteristic of the tool 
that distinguishes itself from the Charter of Peel tool. Contrary to the Charter of Peel tool, 
the York Region’s tool provides the organization taking the self-assessment with a very 
extensive list of online resources and books that are relevant for each section (see York 
Region, 2014). What I found most unusual about it, but certainly practical, was the location 
where these references were positioned, that is directly underneath each section of the tool 




helpful for the organization that is filling out the self-assessment as they have an easy and 
direct access to enlightening material, in case they encounter any difficulties or would simply 
like to enhance their knowledge.  
Lastly, I want to discuss the approach that the D&I Charter of Peel takes in addressing 
diversity. As stated by the organization itself, the Charter is a “regional initiative to foster 
inclusiveness and equity in Peel” (D&I Charter of Peel, 2016a). Paired with the previously 
described background of the project, this statement clearly demonstrates that the D&I 
Charter of Peel works towards achieving equity of all levels in their region. However, I did 
not perceive that the Charter is communicating this vision with extreme urgency or as a 
highly pressing issue. Instead, I got the feeling that the Charter considers DEI as a delicate 
issue, which should particularly be intrinsically driven by the organizations themselves. This 
assumption would align with the nature of a charter in general, which is that organizations 
voluntarily decide to commit to certain actions.  
Analysis of the Tool 
As the name of the tool already reveals, the DEI organizational self-assessment tool serves 
organizations to evaluate their DEI practices by themselves. The D&I Charter of Peel 
provides organizations with a set of DEI indicators across eight different categories and 
designed the tool in the form of an offline PDF checklist, just like the GDIB. Within each 
category, organizations are asked to indicate the extent to which they comply with each DEI 
indicator. What these categories are and what indicators they include is demonstrated in 
Figure 15 and discussed later on.   
To rate the extent of compliance with each indicator, organizations use a scoring scale from 
1 to 5, which ranges from ‘No action’ to ‘Full action’ taken. If an indicator does not apply 
to an organization, it can rate the indicator as ‘Not applicable’ and exclude it for the 
calculation of the average assessment score. To assist the organization’s in the self-rating 
process, the tool provides space next to each indicator so that evidence can be documented 
that led to the self-rated score. After entering a score for each indicator across the eight 
sections, organizations can calculate their overall average assessment score for each section. 
The interpretation of the score follows the same logic and ranges from 1 to 5 accordingly. A 
score of 5 represents the embodiment of the commitments outlined in the D&I Charter of 




Upon completion of the tool and the review of the achieved score in each category, 
organizations also have the opportunity to formulate specific action steps to improve their 
DEI performance. For this purpose, the D&I Charter of Peel provides an action planning 
guide that assists in identifying three priority areas for improvement and deduce the required 
people and resources for each priority.    
The target group of the DEI organizational self-assessment tool is very broad. The tool is 
meant for any type of organization, regardless of their size, industry, or progress in DEI 
activities. Further, the D&I Charter of Peel clarifies who should complete the tool. In the 
introduction of the tool, they write that “any individual with knowledge of an organization 
can answer the questions” (D&I Charter of Peel, 2016a; p. 2). While they obviously do not 
favor any specific individual to fill out the tool, the D&I Charter of Peel does voice a 
recommendation. They encourage organizations to include staff from multiple departments 
and levels of the organization in the assessment process. This ensures that the most accurate 
picture of the organization’s DEI performance can be drawn.  
 
1. Planning & Policy
○ Commitment to DEI in mission, 
vision, and/or strategic plan
○ Promotion of DEI through 
policies
○ Action plan to address DEI
○ Identification of staff, 
volunteers, or committees to 
work on DEI 
○ Allocation of financial 
resources for DEI work
○ Regular evaluation of DEI 
activities
○ Inclusion of DEI in the 
reporting structure (e.g. annual 
reports or newsletters)
○ Inclusion of DEI objectives 
in financial planning and 
fund development
○ Support of the Diversity and 
Inclusion Charter of Peel 
2. Organization Culture
○ Active promotion of DEI by 
the leadership
○ Regular collection of employee 
feedback about their experience 
of inclusion
○ Formal process in place for 
complaints related to DEI
○ Inclusive and welcoming 
environment for diverse groups
○ Key communication material is 
accessible to, and inclusive of 
diverse groups
○ Website is accessible to, and 
inclusive of diverse groups
○ Recognition and celebration of 
diverse cultures and religious 
affiliations





Figure 15. D&I Charter of Peel: Tool overview 
As Figure 15 demonstrates, the DEI organizational self-assessment tool consists of 43 
indicators across eight different sections. However, the D&I Charter of Peel elaborates that 
7. Client Engagement
6. Service Planning & Development
○ Use of community demographic 
information for service planning 
and development
○ Use and/or conducting of 
research to identify DEI needs 
and gaps in services
○ Process to identify and reduce 
barriers to accessing services
8. Service Provision
○ Collection of clients’ histories 
(e.g. cultural, social or economic 
information)
○ Training of staff on sensitive 
service of clients 
○ Service plan incorporate clients’ 
individual and family cultural, 
social or economic information
○ Communication support for 
service provision
○ Client education and 
communication material is 
accessible to, and inclusive of 
diverse groups
○ Formal process for clients’ 
complaints related to DEI
○ Outreach strategy to ensure 
service provision reaches diverse 
and marginalized communities
○ Evaluation of services to ensure 
inclusive and equitable delivery, 
and disclosure of service results to 
clients
○ Engagement process to involve 
clients in service planning, 
development and evaluation
○ Training of staff on effective 
client engagement
○ Evaluation of effectiveness of 
the engagement processes
4. Human Resources 
○ Reaching out to diverse 
communities when advertising 
job positions
○ Assessment of DEI experience 
during hiring process
○ Performance assessment of all 
staff includes DEI indicators 
○ Collection of demographic 
information on all staff
○ Policies and practices for 
accommodation needs 
sections 6-8 for service organizations only
5. Community Capacity Building
○ Engagement in advocacy 
related to DEI
○ Development of partnerships 
(e.g. government or community 
groups) to locally advance in DEI
○ Development of cross-sectoral 
partnerships to improve service 
for marginalized communities
○ Sharing of DEI practices and 
resources with the community
○ Participation in advisory 
committees, networks, coalitions, 
and task forces focused on 
enhancing DEI locally
3. Education & Training
○ Mandatory DEI training for 
staff from all levels of the 
organization
○ Offer of on-going DEI training 
and support to participate in 
professional DEI development 
opportunities (e.g. conferences)





not all the eight sections are intended for all types of organizations to complete. In fact, only 
sections 1 to 5 are meant to be used by any kind of organization since sections 6 to 8 are 
focused on service-oriented organizations such as banks, health care providers, or 
educational institutions only. Therefore, the following analysis of the tool’s themes excludes 
sections 6 to 8 as this thesis evaluates D&I tools that are as broad as possible.  
 
 
Figure 16. D&I Charter of Peel: Tool themes 
A look into the themes of the respective sections shows that the D&I Charter of Peel 
addresses DEI very thoroughly and holistically. The five categories of the DEI 
organizational self-assessment tool are clearly separated and cover very diverse domains. In 
contrast to the previously analyzed tool by the Centre for Global Inclusion, however, this 
tool only possesses one level of categorization again. The categories of the tool are presented 
separately, and the D&I Charter of Peel does not create any relationship between them.  
When it comes to the perspective towards DEI, the D&I Charter of Peel takes a slightly 
different approach in the tool as compared to in the provided background information. As 
mentioned earlier, the Charter has the vision to achieve equity of all levels within the Peel 
Region but does not communicate it on their website and in supporting documents with 
urgency. In the tool, however, organizations rate indicators that represent best practices that 
need to be fulfilled in order to embody the commitments that are outlined in the actual D&I 
Charter. Therefore, I would assume that an organization that scores low in the self-
assessment, potentially feels intrinsically motivated to improve their DEI measures. It is for 
this reason that I would describe the D&I Charter of Peel’s approach to diversity as a hybrid. 
The Charter treats the topic delicately and does not address the issue too strongly, while 
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indirectly communicating a need for improvement through the DEI organizational self-
assessment tool. 
To conclude, the DEI organizational self-assessment tool is an instrument that emerged in a 
very local context. The D&I Charter of Peel developed the tool to achieve full equity inside 
the Peel Region. What I find striking about the tool is that its development process is based 
on an already existing tool from a neighboring region. This showcases an insightful example 
of best practice and resource sharing in the D&I field. The quick analysis of York Region’s 
tool also revealed another highly interesting insight, i.e., providing organizations with 
relevant references at the end of each section. Lastly, the DEI organizational self-assessment 
tool stands out for including a template for upcoming action steps at the end of their tool.  
4.6  Mental Health Technology Transfer Center Network 
– A tool to foster diversification and accomplish health equity in the U.S. 
Background Information 
As previously discussed in Section 4.2, the U.S. population is growing increasingly diverse 
and many companies face uncertainty on how to address diversity within their organizations. 
The Mental Health Technology Transfer Center (MHTCC) Network is another organization, 
just like the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA), that assists U.S. 
companies in their process of becoming more diverse. As can be deduced from the name of 
both organizations, however, the MHTTC Network serves a fundamentally different 
clientele than the AICPA.  
The MHTTC Network is rooted in the field of mental health services. Among other things, 
the organization develops resources, provides trainings, and advances alliances on a regional 
and national level (MHTTC Network, 2020). Mental illness prevention, treatment and 
recovery support are in the focus of these services (MHTTC Network, 2020). But the 
MHTTC Network also highlights the importance of a diverse workforce for mental health 
organizations and has developed a tool for that purpose. The tool is called Assessing 
workforce diversity: A tool for mental health organizations on the path to health equity5 and 
serves as a diversity self-assessment tool for mental health organizations. As the name of the 
tool indicates, the MHTTC Network perceives the current situation of mental health services 
 
5 For reasons of simplicity, the abbreviated name Assessing workforce diversity tool will be used throughout 




as inequitable. The Network argues that there are “clear disparities in mental health access, 
service and outcomes across diverse populations” (MHTTC Network, 2018; p. 1). 
To tackle these disparities, the MHTTC Network highlights the importance of increasing 
workforce diversity. For this purpose, the MHTTC Network refers to a recent statement by 
the American Psychiatric Association in the introductory paragraphs of their tool. According 
to the American Psychiatric Association (2017), gender, ethnic, and sexual minorities 
repeatedly suffer from poor mental health access, services, and outcomes. As decisive 
factors for these disparities the American Psychiatric Association (2017) lists, e.g., the 
discrimination these minorities face, a lack of awareness about mental health in their 
communities, or simply the inaccessibility of high-quality mental health services. As anyone 
can imagine, these disparities could be drastically reduced if the staff of mental health 
providers would reflect the diversity of the community that they serve. Therefore, increasing 
workforce diversity is a crucial process to achieve equity across mental health services. 
Ultimately, the Assessing workforce diversity tool was developed to encourage mental health 
organizations to diversify their workforce and assess their implementation of workforce 
diversity strategies (MHTTC Network, 2018). The tool was launched in 2018 and represents 
one of several initiatives of the MHTCC Network (MHTTC Network, 2020). The MHTCC 
Network itself was established in the same year; the program is timely bounded for five 
years, however (ATTC Network, 2018). Information about a possible extension or 
alternative course of the project after the five years are not available.  
All the MHTTC Network’s services, including the Assessing workforce diversity tool, are 
offered free of charge. Resources like the tool can be downloaded in the form of PDF 
documents directly from the Network’s website. The reason for the services being offered 
at no cost can potentially be explained by the organization’s sponsorship as the MHTTC 
Network is state funded. The sole financial sponsor of the project is the Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Administration, which is a branch of the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services (MHTTC Network, 2020). 
The previous paragraphs clearly demonstrate what issues the MHTTC Network combats. 
The Assessing workforce diversity tool aligns with the organization’s vision to achieve more 
equitable mental health services for the increasingly diverse U.S. population. With the tool, 
mental health organizations assess their current performance with regards to diversity 




aforementioned disparities between minorities and majorities. Therefore, it can be concluded 
that the MHTTC Network approaches diversity from a social justice or needs perspective. 
Analysis of the Tool 
To evaluate the extent to which an organization is implementing workforce diversity 
strategies, the MHTTC Network defined six core areas of analysis. The Assessing workforce 
diversity tool covers the following topics: (1) Leadership and Governance, (2) Recruitment, 
(3) Orientation, Onboarding, and Ongoing Training, (4) Retention and Professional 
Development, (5) Communication, and (6) Partnership and Community Engagement. 
Across these six sections, 34 general statements are evenly distributed. For an overview of 
all statements, please refer to Figure 17.  
 
 
1: Leadership and Governance
1.1 Implementation of vision, 
mission, values, and/ or guiding 
principles to promote diversity
1.2 Communication of the 
philosophy and culture related to 
diversity and equity
1.3 Implementation of a diversity, 
equity and inclusion action plan
1.4 Government by an advisory 
board that promotes diversity, 
equity and inclusion
1.5 Compliance with equity 
policies that support workforce 
diversity
1.6 Establishment of norms
2: Recruitment
2.1 Use of community 
demographics to guide 
recruitment
2.2 Policies and practices to ensure 
equity during the recruitment 
process (e.g. job descriptions)
2.3 Announcement of job 
openings through various media 
formats and languages
2.4 Policies and practices to 
ensure fair interview and selection 
process
2.5 Policies and practices to 
involve community stakeholder in 
key hires
2.6 Expectation that all staff 
demonstrate capacity to serve 
diverse population
3: Orientation, Onboarding, and Ongoing Training
3.1 Integration of new hires into 
organization culture
3.2 Evaluation of staffs needs 
related to diversity, equity and 
inclusion
3.3 Training of staff on cultural 
differences
3.4 Training of staff on mental 
health needs, beliefs, and practices 
of the various cultures they serve
3.5 Fostering of a culturally 
reflective work climate
3.6 Equitable compensation 






Figure 17. Mental Health Technology Transfer Center Network: Tool overview 
Participants are asked to indicate the accuracy of each statement for their own organization 
through a 4-point likelihood Likert scale, which ranges from ‘Not True’ to ‘Always True’. 
As stated by the MHTTC Network in the instructions of the tool, organizations, most 
commonly mental health organizations, should always respond to the statements in terms of 
how the current D&I situation in their organization is. Of course, this is done to their best 
possible knowledge. 
The instructions of the tool also elaborate what type of organization should complete the 
Assessing workforce diversity tool and what kind of employees should be involved. 
According to the MHTTC Network, the target group of the tool are organizations that 
provide mental health services. While I understand that this is the desired target group of the 
tool since the tool was developed in that context, I do believe that the tool could also be used 
by organizations of other industries. That is because only two of the 34 statements of the 
tool are mental health specific (statement 3.4 and 5.4). Therefore, I am convinced that the 
statements are general enough to be applied to other industries.  
Within each organization, the MHTTC Network recommends conducting the assessment 
with a team that incorporates staff from all levels of the organization. After completing the 
6: Partnership and Community
6.1 Knowledge about changing 
demographics of the community 
they serve
6.2 Relationships with culturally 
diverse community partners
6.3 Relationships with service and 
support agencies 
6.4 Engagement with diverse 
supply and service vendors
6.5 Implementation of  activities 
that build capacity within the 
community to support diversity
4: Retention and Professional Development
4.1 Mechanisms for dealing with 
bias, microaggressions, or 
discrimination
4.2 Offer of culturally responsive 
professional development 
opportunities for staff
4.3 Creation of an inclusive 
environment through events
4.4 Equitable compensation 
according to performance, 
longevity, and skill-sets
4.5 Tracking of training activity
4.6 Offer of staff retention and 
professional development activities 
(e.g. mentoring or coaching)
5: Communication
5.1 Respectful and inclusive 
communication among staff 
5.2 Policies to regularly train staff 
about communicating in respectful 
and inclusive manner
5.3 Assessment of need for 
training
5.4 Training of staff on how 
different cultures talk about 
mental health
5.5 Clear communication about 





Assessing workforce diversity tool, this team should then review the findings, identify 
strong- and weak-performing areas, and formulate concrete action steps to improve the 
weak-performing areas. For this purpose, the MHHTC Network has attached additional 
resources to the tool, which support organizations in this process. Given the fact that the tool 
is provided in the form of a PDF document, just like the tool of the Centre for Global 
Inclusion and D&I Charter of Peel, the Assessing workforce diversity tool does not offer a 
performance report to the organizations. Since the tool is completed “offline” and there is 
therefore no interaction between the MHTTC Network and the participant, this is simply not 
possible.  
 
Figure 18. Mental Health Technology Transfer Center Network: Tool themes 
As Figure 18 shows, the Assessing workforce diversity tool also evaluates D&I very 
extensively and from many facets. It becomes clear that many of the themes and sections 
listed above overlap with those of other analyzed tools. However, I feel it is worth 
mentioning that interestingly there are some themes within the Assessing workforce diversity 
tool, such as Training or Policies, that are evaluated in multiple sections.  
Similar to some of the other analyzed diversity assessment tools, the statements of the 
Assessing workforce diversity tool are phrased positively, in a sense like best practices. For 
example, the statement evaluating an organization’s compensation practices goes:  
Our organization ensures compensation that is fair and equitable, according to roles, 
responsibilities, and market value.  
By applying a Likert-scale to a best practice statement, organizations who have to select a 
lower score or a slightly negative response, might then feel uncomfortable. In that way, the 
MHTTC Network indirectly promotes the urgency of the issue even stronger. Thus, the 
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o Tracking of training activity
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design of the Assessing workforce diversity tool aligns perfectly with the vision of the 
MHTTC Network that is communicated by the Network in many other forms: To offer more 
equitable mental health services by increasing workforce diversity.  
To sum up, the Assessing workforce diversity tool was developed by the MHTTC Network 
to foster the diversification of mental health organizations. Hereby, the MHTTC Network 
actively works towards achieving equity across mental health services in the U.S. This vision 
is explicitly communicated by the Network both in the tool and on the website. Ultimately, 
this clear social justice perspective towards diversity makes this tool special.  
4.7  Red Acoge 
– A tool to evaluate the diversity management practices of Spanish companies 
Background Information 
Cultural diversity and migration have been on Spain’s agenda for years. According to the 
Spanish National Institute of Statistics, in 2019 10.4% of the country’s population were 
immigrants; a large proportion of them stems from the Ibero-American region (INE, 2019). 
This high percentage is not only due to the refugee crisis in 2015, but dates back to decades 
of immigration to Spain, in which many foreigners sought economic or political stability, 
for example (Romero-Valiente, 2018). That managing cultural diversity can be a challenging 
task for organizations, has already been addressed extensively throughout this thesis. 
However, as can be observed with some of the previously described tools, it is not 
uncommon for a country’s government to assist organizations with their challenges related 
to diversity management.  
This is also the case for Spain. To ensure that Spain leverages its culturally diverse workforce 
successfully, the Spanish Government commenced a project in 2008 called Sensitize: 
Sensitization and measurement of the cultural diversity management in companies6 
(Sensitize) (La Vanguardia, 2017). Its main goal is to promote policies that integrate 
diversity as a key factor in generating value in the workplace (La Vanguardia, 2017). 
Sensitize is co-financed by the European Social Fund and the Spanish Ministry of 
Employment and Social Security, and steered by the federation Red Acoge, which advocates 
the rights of immigrants and refugees in Spain since 1991 (Red Acoge, n.d.).  
 




As part of the Sensitize project, Red Acoge developed three major services that they currently 
offer: (1) a management self-assessment tool that enables companies to design, implement, 
and assess D&I practices and policies, (2) a D&I index that measures progress in diversity 
management, and (3) a collaborative network, which allows organizations committed to 
diversity management to share ideas, experiences, and initiatives (Red Acoge, n.d.). For this 
analysis, both the self-assessment tool and the D&I index could have been interesting to 
evaluate. However, both services are, unfortunately, not publicly available and hence, did 
not fulfil the case inclusion criteria. Nevertheless, I was able to find a relevant publicly 
available resource that was also developed as part of the Sensitize project and is linked to the 
self-assessment tool and index.  
This resource is a report on D&I with the name Analysis of diversity management (DM) in 
the practice of Spanish companies7. The report consists of a survey and the results of 
qualitative interviews that were conducted with 41 Spanish companies between 2013 and 
2014. In 2015, Red Acoge then published the report, in which the federation drew 
conclusions, e.g., about how companies conceive diversity management in practice, to what 
extent they evaluate their diversity management performance, or what their overall attitude 
towards the topic is. Further, in the introduction of the report, Red Acoge specifies the 
relevance of the conducted survey and interviews. That is, in fact, that they both served as 
fundamental sources that contributed to the development of their self-assessment tool and 
D&I index. Therefore, I believe the survey is of great relevance, despite the fact that it cannot 
be taken by organizations anymore. (Red Acoge, 2015) 
One small detail that I positively noticed about the federation Red Acoge is that they not 
only promote cultural diversity to other organizations but demonstrate commitment 
themselves. They do so by being signatory of the Spanish Charter of Diversity (Red Acoge, 
n.d.).  
The aforementioned paragraphs briefly highlight in what context the Sensitize project, and 
thus the survey that is being analyzed, was developed. Red Acoge adopts a support function 
for Spanish companies to manage culturally diverse employees and more generally raises 
awareness for D&I. Ultimately, it becomes very clear that the federation actively promotes 
the business case of diversity and intends to encourage organizations to reflect on their 
 




diversity management practices by demonstrating the potential benefits of D&I. Whether 
this approach to diversity is reflected in the survey too, will be assessed in the next section.  
Analysis of the Tool 
The results of the study on the Analysis of DM in the practice of Spanish companies are 
structured inside the report into 14 different categories. With the term ‘category’ I refer to 
the different headings displayed on the top of each report page. Under each category, Red 
Acoge lists some questions that were asked in the survey for the respective category and 
interprets these paired with findings from the qualitative interviews. In total, the report 
entails 35 survey questions across the 14 categories. Of course, I do not know whether the 
questions were actually asked in the order that they are listed in the report and if the survey 
originally encompassed more questions. However, I decided to maintain the original 
structure of the report for the overview of the survey’s questions in Figure 19. Aspects of 
the qualitative interviews will not be included in this analysis, which is why they are not 
presented in the figure.  
 
Implementation of the DM
Company vision, will and commitment to DM
1. Company‘s vision for DM 2. Management’s will and commitment to develop 
and implement a DM policy  
Structure, means and internal positioning
6. Consideration of DM in the multi-year 
strategic plan
7. Managerial position to assume the functions, tasks 
and responsibilities associated with DM
3. In the event of existing DM practices: 
Encountered needs during the development and 
implementation process
4. Dimensions of DM that are currently addressed
5. Business areas/ departments that should address 
DM 
DM – Diversity Management
Carried out actions and activities
8. Have you carried out any 
actions in the field of DM?
8.1 Type of actions (e.g. training 
or conflict resolution)






Figure 19. Red Acoge: Tool overview 
External and internal communication of the company
Incorporation of DM in the company’s communication
17. Existence of an external and internal 
communication plan
18. Incorporation of diversity in the company’s 
communication plan
19. Diversity variables considered in the planning of 
communication activities
20. Communication instruments used in the company
Communication Management
23. Diversity attributes addressed in used images
24. Specific diversity topic addressed in the 
communication instruments
25. DM knowledge of the staff working in the 
communications department
26. Perception of the value of DM in the 
communications department
27. Perception of DM from an external stakeholder 
perspective 
28. Value of different diversity dimensions for 
company's reputation when communicated externally
29. Value of different diversity dimensions for 
company's reputation when communicated internally
21. Content on diversity in external 
communication channels
22. Content on diversity in internal 
communication channels
Incorporation of diversity in the company’s social actions
30. Consideration of diversity in social action 
projects
31. Areas of social actions and commitment
32. Collaboration with external agencies for 
different social actions 
33. Consideration of diversity dimensions regarding 
the company’s stakeholders 
34. Demand of the stakeholders to consider diversity 
dimensions
35. Use of marketing techniques to understand 
diversity of customer base
DM evaluations systems and practices
8.3 Forms of monitoring and evaluating the 
activities
9. Usefulness of an DM evaluation tool 
(e.g. similar to a scorecard)
Usefulness of a DM evaluation tool
10. Important business areas to evaluate with a 
DM tool
11. Necessary and important information to evaluate 
with a DM tool
DM evaluation tools
12. Existence of a tool to assess outcomes and 
satisfaction of DM actions
13. Existence of a CSR report or anything similar
14. Publication of an annual report on DM
Company and environment
15. Knowledge of companies in the sector that are 
sensitive to DM topics and/or develop policies





As mentioned earlier, the Analysis of DM in the practice of Spanish companies is a study 
that had been conducted between 2013 and 2014. This is important to reiterate because all 
the other six tools presented so far are services that are currently still available. The fact that 
Red Acoge’s survey is closed grants different kind of insights, however. For example, Red 
Acoge provides a concrete profile of the participating companies as compared to an intended 
target group that is described in the other diversity assessment tools. The 41 Spanish 
companies that completed the survey and participated in the qualitative interviews 
characterize by being medium- to large-sized (>150 employees in most cases) and by coming 
from very different sectors. The contact persons from each company, and thus the 
respondents of the survey, were employees in management positions in Human Resources, 
Corporate Social Responsibility or Communication departments.  
Another aspect which is interesting from the perspective that the survey has already been 
closed, is the topic of performance reports. In some of the presented diversity assessment 
tools, performance reports are provided to the participating organizations. While Red Acoge 
provides no information about whether organization received an individual report upon 
completion of the assessment, organizations did receive a comparison of their response with 
other participants. That is in the form of the published Analysis of DM in the practice of 
Spanish companies report itself, which presents the survey responses of all 41 participating 
Spanish companies.  
Throughout their survey, Red Acoge only used one form of response type. All of the 35 
survey questions were list-questions, meaning that they could be answered by selecting one, 
and sometimes multiple, response options. Personally, I am surprised that Red Acoge did 
not make more out of the opportunities of an online survey. For instance, the federation 
could have included scale-questions, as is the case with the surveys of Business Finland and 
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. However, I must concede that I do 
not have enough insights into the development process of the tool at hand. Perhaps there is 
a concrete reason (e.g. consistency) why Red Acoge only used one response type throughout 
the entire survey. 
During the theme analysis of the survey, I realized that some categories assessed fairly 
similar topics. Therefore, I merged and dropped some of the 14 categories to present the 





Figure 20. Red Acoge: Tool themes 
What is, once again, directly noticeable in the themes of the survey, is that Red Acoge 
addresses diversity management in a holistic approach. Similar to the other presented tools, 
the survey addresses themes like vision and commitment, communication management, or 
training activities, for example. However, one distinguishing aspect that caught my attention 
during the theme analysis is Red Acoge’s detailed emphasis on diversity variables inside the 
tool. How frequent the diversity variables are addressed becomes visible in the detailed tool 
overview in Figure 20. What I perceive even more interesting than the frequency, is which 
diversity variables are integrated in Red Acoge’s survey. Whenever Red Acoge asks about 
diversity, the federation addresses four diversity variables in their survey: gender, age, 
disability, and cultural origin or nationality. I find this conspicuous as none of the other tools 
addresses diversity variables in such decomposed form. Instead, typically only one variably 
is addressed or, more commonly, diversity is referred to as a whole. 
The perspective from which diversity management is addressed inside the survey differs 
from Red Acoge’s approach represented in their overall communication and the Sensitize 
project. In the survey, diversity is not approached from a business case perspective. Instead, 
I perceived the questions of the survey as rather neutrally phrased. Only in some questions I 
detected a similar phenomenon to what I already described in previous tool analysis: 
Questions were positively phrased, which means that organizations that do not yet have an 
advanced diversity management had to select negative answers.  
In conclusion, the Analysis of DM in the practice of Spanish companies is a report that 
presents the findings of conducted qualitative interviews and an already closed survey. The 
context of the Sensitize project lies in cultural diversity, but interestingly, Red Acoge 
addresses numerous diversity variables inside the report. This decomposed evaluation of 
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diversity variables represents a clear distinguishing factor to the other case tools. The 
federation Red Acoge itself stands out for demonstrating their commitment to D&I by being 
signatory of the Spanish Charter of Diversity. Furthermore, it caught my attention that Red 
Acoge uses a neutral approach to diversity in the report, contrary to the subtle 
communication of diversity as a need, which is employed by most of the case tools.  
4.8  Ryerson University Diversity Institute 
– A tool to evaluate diversity and inclusion policies and practices particularly related 
to gender diversity   
Background Information 
It is widely known that equitable gender diversity continues to be a globally unsolved issue. 
The following example of Canada shows that countries all over the world still have a long 
way to go until reaching full equity between women and men. Because even in a highly 
developed country like Canada, women are unevenly represented in leadership positions, 
despite the fact that in some industries they account for the majority of a company’s 
workforce. In Canada’s finance sector, which together with the insurance sector represents 
the most progressed industries with regards to the percentage of women board directors, this 
unequal distribution of women and men is visible (The Conference Board of Canada, 2018). 
Although women represent almost 60% of the workforce in financial companies, they only 
occupy less than 40% of board positions (Canadian Bankers Association, 2020). 
In the context of assessing gender diversity in Canadian companies, an instrument named 
Diversity Audit Tool was created in 2009 by the Ryerson University’s Diversity Institute in 
partnership with the Canadian Advanced Technology Alliance Women in Technology. The 
tool was created as part of a project on increasing women’s participation in the information 
and communications technology sector. However, it was designed in such a general way that 
the tool had been applied to numerous other Canadian sectors (e.g. financial services or 
education) since its development. Therefore, the Diversity Audit Tool serves as assessment 
instrument for organizations of any industry. (Cukier et al., 2012) 
There are three characteristics of the Diversity Audit Tool that particularly caught my 
attention. Firstly, the way how the tool was published stands out. In contrast to all the other 
case tools analyzed in this thesis, the Diversity Audit Tool is not promoted in a specially 
written report or on a separate website. Instead, it is published inside an academic paper, in 




companies. This paper does not represent the first publication of the tool, however, as it 
focuses on the financial sector and not the information and communication technology 
sector. The original publication from 2009, which is also cited inside the present paper, is 
unfortunately not available free of charge. (Cukier et al., 2012) 
The second special aspect of the tool became clear to me when I took a closer look at the 
authors of the article. Both the original publication of the Diversity Audit Tool and the paper 
from 2012 were predominantly written by one scholar: Wendy Cukier. As it turns out, Cukier 
is one of Canada’s leading experts in innovation and diversity and also the founder of the 
Ryerson University Diversity Institute (Ryerson University, n.d.-a). She mainly works as a 
consultant but is also very active in academia. Both she, as an individual, and the Institute 
have been instrumental in advancing the issue of diversity in Canada through countless 
research papers and projects in recent years (Ryerson University, n.d.-b). Given this 
extensive involvement of Cukier in the development of the tool, I can thus conclude that the 
Diversity Audit Tool stands out through its strong scholarly foundation. 
The last aspect that surprised me about the tool relates to the provided background 
information on its development. Interestingly, neither the paper by Cukier et al. (2012) nor 
the Ryerson Diversity Institute provide comprehensive information on the development of 
the Diversity Audit Tool beyond the information mentioned above. While it is possible that 
the development processes might be emphasized stronger in the original publication of the 
tool, I was still surprised about how little information is provided on the Institutes website, 
for example.  
Given the limited information about the Diversity Audit Tool it is hard to determine with full 
certainty what issues the tool intends to solve and what approach to diversity the Ryerson 
Diversity Institute takes. Based on the available information about the tool inside the 
publication, I would argue that diversity is definitely addressed rather from a needs than 
benefits perspective. Outside the tool’s context, however, the Ryerson Diversity Institute 
promotes on their website D&I as a key-factor to Canada’s competitiveness (Ryerson 
University, n.d.-b). The next section will look into the components of the tool and provide 
some clarifications on how diversity is actually approached in the Diversity Audit Tool.  
Analysis of the Tool 
The Diversity Audit Tool is divided into six categories. Across these categories, a total of 58 




does not fulfill the purpose of a self-assessment tool. Instead, the organizations that were 
evaluated in the academic paper were analyzed through an assessment conducted by a third 
party – the authors of the article. Since all 58 questions are phrased as Yes/No-questions, 
Cukier et al. only filled in the questions where the organizations had active efforts and 
initiatives to show. To verify the affirmative responses, they listed evidence for these efforts 
and initiatives next to the question.  
This outside assessment by a third-party demonstrates that the Diversity Audit Tool is not an 
empty template but, in its present form, an already filled out tool. However, this does not 
mean that organizations cannot benefit from the tool anyway. As Figure 21 demonstrates, 
the sole overview of the tool’s questions can serve as a valuable source already. And since 
the questions are not scored in any way and the organization therefore does not receive a 
performance report, I believe that organizations could still utilize the Diversity Audit Tool 
as a self-assessment tool.  
 
1: Leadership and governance
○ Board considers diversity in 
identifying candidates
○ Proactive communication of 
diversity importance by leadership
○ Leaders reflect composition of 
workforce
○ Existence of a diversity council
○ Existence of Chief Diversity 
Officer at Senior VP level
○ Development and 
communication of business case 
for diversity
○ Existence and communication 
of diversity goals and policies
○ Mechanisms for staff complaints 
about harassment and 
discrimination
○ Manager performance and 
compensation tied to diversity 
targets
○ Female leaders
2: Strategic and transparent Human Resources practices
○ Reviews of vacant positions
○ Consideration of alternative 
pathways to positions
○ Posting of vacant positions
○ Specific targeting of women
○ Diversity targets for internships 
and placement programs
○ Representativity of the 
selection committees
○ Bias-free interviewing processes
a) Recruitment
○ Integration of accountability for diversity targets into performance management system
b) Performance management
○ Consideration of diversity 
targets for succession planning
○ Opportunities of “stretch” 
assignments for high potential 
females
○ Open communication of 
promotional opportunities and 
processes







Figure 21. Ryerson University Diversity Institute: Tool overview 
4: Measuring and tracking diversity
○ Metrics on female representation 
at management level
○ Diversity targets for women in 
management
○ Regular employee engagement 
surveys
○ Conducting of equal pay audits
○ Benchmarking of performance 
against others in the industry
○ Implementation of feedback 
loops for tracking activities
6: Developing the pipeline
○ Active promotion in schools 
regarding opportunities for 
women in this industry
○ Cooperation with associations to 
promote commitment to diversity
○ Importance of diverse 
representation considered in 
partnerships with educational 
institutions
○ Promotion of re-entry and 
transitional programs
○ Cooperation with institutions to 
encourage women to enter the 
industry
○ Representativity of staff across 
all outreach activities
○ Support of research and 
evaluation aimed at promoting 
effective diversity interventions
5: Integrating or mainstreaming diversity across the value chain
○ Consideration of diversity in 
product design and development
○ Importance of diversity 
communicated in marketing and 
customer service programs
○ Importance of diversity 
communicated in all publications
○ Importance of diversity 
communicated in media buys
○ Importance of diversity 
communicated in philanthropic 
activities
○ Importance of diversity 
communicated in government 
relations
○ Importance of diversity 
communicated in procurement 
processes
○ Tracking of diversity in employee separations 
(e.g. retirements, dismissals or voluntary exits)
○ Conducting of exit interviews and acting on results
d) Education, training, and knowledge building
○ Addressing of diversity during 
orientation of new employees
○ Mandatory training on diversity 
for all employees
○ Specialized training on diversity 
for managers
○ Specialized training on bias-free 
hiring for HR professionals
○ Access to specialized training on 
professional development for high 
potential females
○ Provisions to keep employees 
during/ after parental leave
○ Customized training programs 
for high potential employees
○ Existence of mentoring/ 
coaching programs
○ Support of female diversity 
networks
e) Training and development
3: Quality of life and organizational culture
○ Availability of flexible working 
arrangements
○ Existence of family-friendly 
policies
○ Availability of on-site childcare 
and emergency day care services
○ Assessment of employee 
workload and employer 
expectations





Even though the target group of the Diversity Audit Tool is not explicitly specified by Cukier 
et al., the conducted assessments by the authors permit an assumption on what kind of 
organization could potentially be evaluated by the tool. Cukier et al. (2012) state that the 
Diversity Audit Tool has been applied to numerous sectors. In the original publication of the 
tool, organizations of the information and communications technology sector were assessed. 
The present paper conducted the evaluation of three large Canadian banks. Therefore, I can 
safely conclude that the Diversity Audit Tool is suitable for any industry. Only about the size 
of the companies that are typically assessed by the tool, I can make no statement as I have 
this information solely on the present article.  
With its 58 questions, the Diversity Audit Tool represents one of the most detailed diversity 
assessment tools of this case study. To keep the following theme overview Figure 22 as 
simple as possible, I therefore had to exclude several questions. However, despite this 
exclusion it is still visible that the Ryerson University Diversity Institute managed to 
approach diversity from a very holistic perspective.  
 
Figure 22. Ryerson University Diversity Institute: Tool themes 
One aspect that stands out is that the Diversity Audit Tool categorized its questions under the 
‘Human Resources’ into additional categories. Even though the tool only possesses this two-
level categorization in one of its six sections and is thus not as extensive as the categorization 
in the Global Diversity and Inclusion Benchmarks, this still represents a clear distinguishing 
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o E.g. representative selection committee
b) Performance management
c) Promotion
o E.g. transparent communication
d) Education, training, and knowledge building
e) Training and development
o E.g. bias-free hiring training or mentoring
Diversity across the value chain
o Product design and development










Just like some of the other tools, the Diversity Audit Tool addresses diversity from a different 
angle inside the tool as compared to in other sources. As elaborated earlier, the Ryerson 
University Diversity Institute promotes diversity related issues on their website by 
highlighting the benefits connected to it. In the tool itself, however, this perspective is not at 
all represented.  Given the fact that the questions are of a Yes/No-format, the Diversity Audit 
Tool indirectly transmits the necessity to address diversity. That is because naturally 
organizations become aware where actions are required, if certain questions are answered 
with ‘No’. The only exception for highlighting the benefits of diversity in the 58 questions 
of the tool is perhaps the question in the ‘Leadership and Government’ section that evaluates 
if an organization developed and implemented the business case for diversity. But even here, 
once again, organizations rather realize where they are in need of improvements than that 
the benefits of diversity are emphasized.  
In summary, the Diversity Audit Tool was developed in the context of gender diversity but 
serves to evaluate D&I practices of all kind. Interestingly, the tool is not a self-assessment 
tool but, to my knowledge, has only been completed by third parties. This represents a clear 
distinguishing factor to the other case tools. A scholarly foundation defines the development 
process of the Diversity Audit Tool, since the tool was developed by scholars and published 
inside an academic article. While the tool stands out for this peculiar publication format, it 
comes at the cost of providing extremely little background information on the development 
process and intended use of the tool. Lastly, it is worth highlighting that the Diversity Audit 
Tool stands out by classifying some of their categories into two-levels. This showcases that 
the Ryerson University Diversity Institute partly puts the underlying themes of their tool into 






5 CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
This cross-case analysis compares the case tools of this study and identifies differences and 
similarities between them. For this study, this cross-case analysis is combined with the 
discussion chapter. This means that the empirical findings, both from the diversity 
assessment tools as well as from the expert interviews, are directly linked to the findings of 
the literature review and critically discussed.  
The structure of this chapter is as follows. First, the findings of the cross-case analysis and 
discussion are presented. Thereafter, I introduce a model that illustrates relevant domains to 
be included in a holistic diversity assessment tool. Lastly, due to Business Finland’s special 
role in this research, I present a separate evaluation of the Talent Boost Index and derive 
recommendations how the tool could be improved.  
5.1  Findings of the Cross-case Analysis 
The comparison of the case tools demonstrates that all the tools possess unique features. 
Especially the context in which each tool emerged varies greatly since the tools are 
embedded in local projects. This suggests that a universally applicable diversity assessment 
tool does not exist – at least no among the case tools. However, the analysis also reveals 
great overlaps between them. For example, most tools are suitable for a broad range of 
organizations, and all of the tools focus on an assessment of surface-level diversity attributes. 
Similar to the within-case analysis, the presentation of the cross-case analysis findings 
roughly follows the structure of the predefined analysis parameters (see Chapter 3.3). 
Additionally, some findings that emerged during the literature review and analysis of the 
expert interviews are discussed. 
5.1.1 Background Information 
In this section, I address background information concerning the diversity assessment case 
tools and discusses these in the light of the findings of the literature review and expert 
interviews. Five different areas are covered here: (1) organization type & origin,  
(2) development process, (3) publication dates, (4) context & purpose, and (5) perspectives 







Organization type & origin 
The organizations behind the case tools are mostly public institutions or organizations that 
are funded by national governments. This finding does not surprise me, however, since one 
of the case selection criteria was that the tools are publicly available and free of charge. 
Assuming that private companies such as consultancies also possess diversity assessment 
tools, it would be reasonable that they might be less interested in sharing their tools for free. 
Ultimately, this strong focus of my analysis on tools that were developed by public 
institutions raises the question whether tools from private companies differ from the 
analyzed ones, and if so, how.  
The geographical origin of the organizations that developed the case tools aligns with the 
Anglo-Saxon dominance of diversity literature (Jonsen et al., 2011; Roberson, 2019). Most 
of the eight case tools stem from an Anglo-Saxon country, with three tools from the U.S., 
two from Canada, and one from Australia. The two exceptions represent the tools by 
Business Finland (Finish) and Red Acoge (Spanish). Once again, I believe that this 
distribution was partly influenced by my case search and selection process, in this case, the 
use of English search terms. Through the English language search, I was only able to locate 
Anglo-Saxon tools. Business Finland’s tool did not show up when using the typical search 
words (see Chapter 3.2.1), and Red Acoge’s tool was found when using Spanish search 
words. However, as with the type of organization behind the tool mentioned above, this 
strong dominance in terms of geographical location also raises the question how tools from 
other regions of the world might differ.  
Development process 
Most of the organizations elaborate either in the tool or in support documents how the 
development process of their instrument took place. There are three different characteristics 
that became evident. Firstly, some tools were not created from scratch but are modified 
versions. This can be that their tool was either created on the basis of an existing tool of 
another organization (e.g. AHRC; D&I Charter of Peel) or that it is an updated, follow-up 
version of their own tool (e.g. AICPA; The Centre for Global Inclusion). Secondly, some 
tools actively involved scholars and/or diversity and inclusion experts in the development 
process (e.g. Business Finland; The Centre for Global Inclusion). And thirdly, prior to 
launching the tool, some organizations conducted a thorough testing of their tools with the 




examples above show, these three factors are by no means mutually exclusive but, in turn, 
can coexist to increase the reliability and validity of the tool. I also want to add that for those 
organizations that did not specify their development process, any of the above characteristics 
could apply.  
When taking a closer look at the literature, an interesting synthesis can be made. Earlier in 
this thesis, I established that an organization can increase the credibility of their tool by 
affiliating it with an expert in the field (e.g. scholars) (Ford & Evans, 2002). In fact, some 
organizations behind the case tools underwent exactly this process. By transparently 
providing information concerning the development process of their tool, those organizations 
improved the credibility of their tool. This applies for any of the three characteristics 
mentioned above.   
Since the majority of the case tools elaborated on the development process of their tools, it 
can be concluded that it is a common practice to openly provide this information to the 
public. Therefore, I believe that those organizations that have not done so (MHTTC 
Network; Red Acoge; Ryerson University Diversity Institute), could certainly benefit from 
sharing insights on the creation process to gain more credibility.  
Publication Dates 
All the eight analyzed tool versions were published between 2012 and 2020. However, as 
mentioned before, multiple tools are based on another, older tool or have been updated over 
the years. The tool by the Centre for Global Inclusion, for example, dates back to a diversity 
assessment tool from 1993. What the publication dates of the tools demonstrate is that 
conducting a diversity assessment is certainly a timely but by no means a new matter. This 
finding can be verified by the studies on organizational diversity assessment introduced in 
the literature review. Already in the 1990s there were studies on how to evaluate diversity 
practices (e.g. Wheeler, 1998). Nonetheless, contrary to the tools, there seems to be lacking 
literature on diversity assessment in the recent years. The reviews of organizational diversity 
assessments located for this literature are rather scarce and old.  
Context & Purpose 
The biggest differences between the eight case tools can be observed when analyzing the 
context in which each of the eight case tools emerged. All but one tool were developed for 
specific local contexts. The tool developed by the AHRC, for example, was created after a 




discrimination practices within an Australian context. Business Finland’s tool, on the 
contrary, was created as part of a project to evaluate the readiness of Finnish SMEs to hire 
foreign talent. The only exception represents the tool of the Centre for Global Inclusion, 
which was developed in a global scope to serve as educational resource.  
Understanding that a diversity assessment tool is usually created in a very specific context 
is of great importance since it may hinder the use of that tool in a different context. While 
the content of the tool, meaning the domains and indicators, may of course be highly general, 
it is likely that in one way or another each diversity assessment tool is somewhat specific to 
the context in which it emerged. This does, of course, not restrict organizations to still use 
other diversity assessment tools since they serve at least as helpful inspiration for the 
development of their own tool.  
In a similar vein, it is worth highlighting some considerations from the literature concerning 
the contextual differences in which a diversity assessment tool is used. Multiple scholars 
argue that the individual context in which a tool is used also hinders the development of a 
universal assessment tool (e.g. Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2009; Wheeler, 1996). 
These include, for example, the industry or size of the organization that uses the tool, as well 
as legislation or social policies that may vary greatly across regions. Moreover, the tools can 
diverge significantly in terms of their scope and level of detail (Ford & Evans, 2002).  
Regardless of the local contexts from which the tools emerged and what contextual factors 
influence organizations when using a diversity assessment tool, the case tools do share a 
similar purpose, however. In one way or another, all of the tools serve as support instruments 
to help organizations evaluate and improve their diversity efforts in times of increasing 
diversity. The fact that all of them are offered free of charge underlines this argument. By 
being offered for free, the organizations encourage that their tools are shared. Ultimately, all 
tools thus aim to improve the diversity practices in organizations, albeit for their very 
specific reasons (e.g. fight labor shortage).  
Perspectives to Diversity 
Closely related to the context and purpose of the case tools, it is fruitful to analyze the 
perspectives from which diversity is addressed in each tool. This is important in order to 
derive conclusions in terms of what “tone” organizations prefer to use in diversity 




In Chapter 2.1.4, I defined four different perspectives to diversity: social justice, business 
case (benefits), needs, and compliance. Before evaluating which of these, and maybe other, 
perspectives where addressed in each case tool, I need to make one fundamental 
clarification. In the literature review, these perspectives describe rationales that lead an 
organization to address the topic of diversity, and potentially conduct a diversity assessment. 
For my empirical analysis, however, this is different. Given the fact that the diversity 
assessment tools are services offered to third parties, my analysis of perspectives to diversity 
did not analyze what rationales drive the participating organizations to address diversity, but 
instead, from what perspective the tool providers promote and rationalize their own tool.  
That being said, my evaluation of diversity perspectives in the within-case analysis was 
divided into two parts. First, I evaluated the approach each organization takes to diversity 
based on background information provided about the tool (e.g. website or other support 
documents). In a second step, I then analyzed the approach to diversity inside the tool as 
well. Conducting this two-fold evaluation followed my assumption that the perspectives 
between background information and the actual tool may vary, which is why I perceived it 
as valuable for the research.  
Analyzing the perspectives to diversity from these two lenses did pay off. As it turns out, 
most tools use different approaches to diversity in their supporting documents as compared 
to inside the tool. In the supporting documents, organizations promote diversity and their 
tools mostly from a business case (Red Acoge) and needs perspective (AICPA; Business 
Finland). Interestingly, some of the organization address both rationales and not exclusively 
one of them (AHRC; Ryerson University Diversity Institute). Rationalizing diversity from a 
social justice perspective is only done by two organizations (D&I Charter of Diversity; 
MHTTC Network). As mention in the previous section, one of organizations stands out by 
promoting their tool from a perspective not yet mentioned before: an educational perspective 
(the Centre for Global Inclusion). Here, the distinction between tool provider and the 
organization that completes the tool needs to be taken into account. Logically, a tool provider 
can promote their tool as educational resource, but this is not a perspective to diversity 
suitable for a comparison with the other perspectives derived in the literature review.  
In the actual tools, however, the respective approaches were not that clearly communicated 
anymore and for most tools there was a shift in perspective. Almost all organizations address 
diversity from a need perspective inside the tool’s questions and indicators. Interestingly, 




positively, in a sense like best practices. An organization that does not comply with the best 
practice, will then have to select a rather negative response. In that way, it may transmit an 
uncomfortable feeling of self-awareness, which subtly communicates to the participating 
organization that there is a need to improve their diversity activities.  
Therefore, the question can be raised why organizations predominantly address diversity as 
a need inside the tools and why they do this in such a subtle approach. Perhaps, the tool 
providers aspire that the organizations that complete the tool conclude themselves that they 
have a clear need to work on their diversity practices, as this might result in a stronger 
motivation to address the issue.  
One final observation that can be made is that the compliance perspective is not addressed 
by any of the case tools. This does not surprise me, however, since organizations should 
already be aware of their diversity related legislative environment such as equal employment 
opportunity or anti-discrimination laws. Certainly, it is an important rationale for addressing 
diversity, but it should neither be the role of an external service provider to remind an 
organization of the requirement to comply with laws nor to assess such compliance. 
5.1.2 Administration 
After the previous section presented findings concerning the background of the tools, this 
section discusses multiple topics related to the administration of diversity assessment tools. 
I elaborate on the following four aspects: (1) type of assessment tool, (2) target group,  
(3) response formats, (4) reporting & follow-up.  
Type of Assessment Tool 
While all of the case tools fall under the category of diversity assessment tools, there are 
some differences between them in terms of how they are provided to organizations. Out of 
the eight case tools, five are offline tools, i.e. downloadable PDF documents to fill out, and 
three tools are to be completed online. Clarifying this difference is important since online 
tools enjoy some more advantages over offline tools such as the opportunity of collecting 
data directly from the participating organizations.  
This brings me to another crucial clarification that needs to be made. All of the analyzed 
diversity assessment tools are instruments that are provided to organizations. Therefore, to 
phrase it in the terminology addressed in Chapter 2.3.1, the organizations that complete the 




only exception to this is the tool offered by the Ryerson University Diversity Institute, which 
is used by the Ryerson University Diversity Institute to conduct external assessments of 
other organizations. With the exception of this tool, all other seven case tools fall under the 
category of diversity self-assessment tools.   
As elaborated in the literature review, the most common data collection methods for 
conducting a diversity assessment are interviews, focus groups, document reviews, and 
questionnaires (e.g. Olavarria et al., 2005; Truong et al., 2017). The diversity assessment 
tools analyzed in this empirical study can all be described as some sort of questionnaire 
which the participating organizations fill out based on their best possible knowledge. 
Additionally, some tools include the possibility of listing proof (D&I Charter of Peel; 
Ryerson University Diversity Institute), hereby indirectly adding the data collection method 
of document reviews. Organizations may, of course, use interviews or focus groups as 
additional data collection methods to complete assessment in the most realistic way. 
However, given the fact that the tool providers are external parties and organizations then 
conduct the assessment internally, this is out of control of each tool provider and can only 
be recommended. Logically, the most appropriate reflection of an organization’s diversity 
practices can be achieved the more time an organization has to complete the assessment and 
the more data collection methods can thus be included.  
Target group 
Almost all of the organizations of the study specify for what kind of organization their tool 
is suitable. Most of the tools are suitable for organizations of all sizes and industries. Only 
Business Finland points out that their tool is focused on SMEs, and the Australian Human 
Right Commission concedes that some parts of their tool are more relevant to larger 
organizations. 
The argument that a diversity assessment tool might be more suitable for larger organization 
was addressed by one of the interview participants as well. The interviewee suggests that 
this focus may be caused by the fact that larger organizations possess more diversity related 
practices that can be evaluated.  
“In the corporate or the multi-national company, they are more diverse because 
they are much bigger, and they operate in a lot of different locations. They already 
have their commitments, policies, goals, trainings, and everything in place, but 




At the same time, the interviewee also points towards another interesting topic of discussion: 
large organizations are diverse, but not always inclusive. This aspect is picked up in Section 
5.1.3, when the role of inclusion is discussed separately.  
Even though most tools state that they are suitable for organizations of all sizes and 
industries, they might be limited, however, in terms of the particular countries where there 
could be used. That is because the language in which the tools were published may limit a 
global distribution of a tool. Of course, it would be unrealistic to demand that all diversity 
assessment tools should be available in multiple languages, and most organizations would 
certainly not be interested in this. However, it is worth highlighting the tool of the Centre 
for Global Inclusion, the Global Diversity and Inclusion Benchmarks, which was developed 
as a global education tool. This tool is, in fact, also offered in French and Portuguese, and 
the Centre for Global Inclusion is currently working on the Spanish version. In the defense 
of the other case tools it should be clarified, however, that the tool of the Centre for Global 
Inclusion represents the only tool of this case study that is not grounded in a local context, 
but clearly defined their scope as global. This specific global context, which was 
demonstrated earlier in this chapter, represents another aspect that may prohibit a global 
distribution of diversity assessment tools as there may be particular elements of a tool that 
are not universally applicable.  
Besides addressing the target group in terms of organizations, most of the organizations also 
specify their recommended assessor(s) to complete the tool. Similar to the literature, where 
scholars’ opinions diverge between conducting the assessment with a committee (e.g. Harper 
et al., 2006) or an individual assessor (e.g. Ford & Evans, 2002), there were mixed, but 
evenly distributed recommendations among the case tools. Three of the tools suggest 
conducting the assessment with individual staff in  Human Resource or leadership positions 
(AICPA; Business Finland; Red Acoge), while another three encourage organizations to 
complete the tool in a team which, ideally, represents staff from all levels of an organization 
(AHRC; D&I Charter of Peel; MHTTC Network). Two of the tools did not address this issue 
(The Centre for Global Inclusion; Ryerson University Diversity Institute).  
Personally, I believe that it is hard to conclude which of these two options is more favorable 
since the ideal assessor(s) of each organization heavily depends on context specific issues 
such as the size of an organization, its available resources for the assessment process, or the 
overall purpose of conducting the assessment. Ultimately, an organization should assign one 




literature review and also the findings of my empirical analysis show, managers or leaders 
tend to be involved in the assessment process in one way or another since they commonly 
have a holistic understanding of an organization and are thus very suitable for conducting 
the diversity evaluation.  
Response formats 
The tools assessed in this case study used a variety of response formats. As discussed in the 
literature review, there are two types of response formats, open-ended and closed responses, 
which can then be broken down into specific forms (Trenerry & Paradies, 2012).  
Across the eight tools, the following response formats where used: yes/no, lists, checklists 
or tick boxes, Likert-scales, matrices, and free-text fields. What is interesting to observe is 
that all the offline tools used one response format only, whereas the online tools employed 
multiple response formats. However, since none of the offline tools specified why they chose 
their respective response formats, I can, of course, only speculate whether this was an 
intentional decision or not. Personally, I could imagine that an offline assessment tool might 
only use one response format to keep the evaluation process as simple as possible, which 
also alleviates the interpretation of the results. That is because in an offline tool the responses 
cannot be transferred to the external provider of the tool but remain with the internal party. 
In addition to including various response types in the tool, online tools also proved to be 
more flexible since they can include for example trigger questions as was the case with 
Business Finland’s tool.  
Another striking finding is that most organizations created some sort of scale or best practice 
for the responses, regardless of the individual response format used. For example, even in 
the checklists (e.g. AHRC; The Centre for Global Inclusion), which usually are not scaled, 
the responses are classified into categories. In the case of the Centre for Global Inclusion, 
for instance, organization tick benchmarks across five levels that range from ‘Inactive’ to 
‘Best Practice’. As presented in Chapter 2.3.2, such a categorization which commonly is 
simply done through Likert scales, serves as some sort of scoring mechanisms which 
ultimately assist organizations in interpreting the results and identifying their strengths and 
weaknesses (Harper et al., 2006).   
Reporting & follow-up 
In the literature, there is a uniform recommendation to report and follow-up on the results of 




up, the usefulness of conducting an assessment is clearly restricted and may even be 
considered redundant. Several authors highlight that reporting and follow-up can be done in 
form of writing a feedback report as well as developing a comprehensive planning guide for 
concrete improvement measures (Ford & Evans, 2006; Harper et al., 2006).  
When analyzing the topic of reporting and follow-up for the case tools, it needs to be taken 
into account whether a tool is to be completed online or offline (i.e. a downloadable PDF 
document). As the respective within-case analyses have shown, all of the online tools 
provide performance reports to the participating organizations upon completion of the tool. 
Obviously, this is only possible with online tools since the organizations are in possession 
of the organization’s data. However, some offline tools compensate this limitation by 
providing the organizations with instructions and templates on how to self-evaluate the 
performance based on the responses (e.g. D&I Charter of Peel). The scoring nature of most 
of the response formats (see earlier section) assists here.   
One additional aspect that caught my attention concern the topic of benchmarking. It was 
interesting to see that two of the online tools (AICPA; AHRC) included in their performance 
reports next to each question the average answer of other participating organizations. While 
this is not possible for the offline tools, these provided some sort of benchmark in the sense 
that they used a lot of best practices through the tool.  
Even though organizations can of course consider a diversity assessment as a one-time event, 
it is encouraged to conduct the assessment repeatedly (Ford & Evans, 2002). In that way, 
organizations are capable to see their progress over time and seek systematic improvement, 
hereby treating diversity management as a strategic issue (Mathews, 1998). From my 
analysis it can be overserved that multiple of the case tools include an encouragement to 
retake the tool regularly to evaluate one’s progress. 
Another aspect worth mentioning is that several tools provide additional services in 
connection with their tools (e.g. AICPA; D&I Charter of Peel). These serve particularly the 
purpose of assisting in the follow-up process and help determine where to make changes. 
Such services include, for example, conducted research in the diversity field, industry report, 
or other documents created by the tool offering organizations. This demonstrates that most 





5.1.3 Role of Inclusion and Diversity Dimensions 
In this section, I discuss what role inclusion and the different diversity dimensions play in 
an organizational diversity assessment. Interestingly, these two topics were not actively 
assessed during the analysis of the case tools but emerged during the analysis of the expert 
interviews and existing literature. 
The Role of Inclusion 
One topic that was heavily discussed by the interview participants, and thus led me to 
analyze it more in-depth, is the role of inclusion in organizations. To start this discussion, I 
want to present a very strong argument that was raised by one of the interview participants:  
Diversity in itself is not of any use if you don’t make those people that are different 
or unique in the way of thinking or how they appear included. These people will 
leave. They can be however talented, and their talent can match the needs of the 
company  as well as possible, but if they don’t feel that they belong, they will leave.” 
I find this comment interesting for two reasons. First of all, it demonstrates that the 
interviewee considers a distinction between the different dimensions of diversity as 
important. Taking into account unique ways of thinking, i.e. deep-level diversity, also effects 
greatly whether individuals feel included and welcomed in an organization or not. The 
second aspects that caught my attention is that the interviewee creates a causality between 
inclusion and job exits. 
In a similar vein, one interviewee highlights with the example of foreigners in Finland that 
the lack of inclusion might lead to someone not taking a job or deciding to work in a specific 
location.  
“The companies are ready to take diverse employees but they don’t really 
understand how to manage them and how to make them feel included. And there 
was a lot of attrition happening because of that. People were always looking for 
jobs in some other countries where they would feel much better, where they have a 
bigger community of their own country.” 
While these comments both suggest a high importance of inclusion, inside the case tools, 
meaning in the domains and indicators, inclusion is not that strongly addressed. Only half of 
the tools include an evaluation of inclusion in some form (AHRC; the Centre for Global 
Inclusion; D&I Charter of Peel; MHTTC Network). Here, the focus lies on domains like 
‘organizational culture’ (D&I Charter of Peel), ‘recruiting’ (AHRC) or ‘retention’ (MHTTC 




culturally sensitive and inclusive, uses inclusive language in market material, or conducts 
regular employee feedback rounds to assess their experience of inclusion.  
Personally, I am surprised that inclusion is not addressed more strongly by the case tools. 
As the literature review has highlighted, there is a growing importance of inclusion in 
diversity research (Otaye-Ebede, 2018), and more importantly also a consensus among 
scholar that organizations are required to go the extra step of inclusion in order to leverage 
the full potential benefits of possessing a diverse workforce (Winters, 2014).   
One final aspect I want to discuss is the role of inclusion in relationship to the size of an 
organization. As discussed earlier under the target group section, one of the interviewees 
suggests that large and diverse organizations are not necessarily inclusive. The same 
interviewee adds that inclusion is easier to manage in SMEs.  
„That's why I always say that startups should be looking out for an inclusive 
workplace culture in the beginning, because when you start growing bigger, that is 
something you miss.“ 
While this thesis does not include literature that discusses this relation between inclusion 
and the size of an organization, the case tools can be used as reference here. As discussed 
earlier, most tools target organizations of all sizes, yet the Talent Boost Index is aimed for 
SMEs only. This may permit organizations that complete the Talent Boost Index to nurture 
an inclusive workplace culture from the very beginning. Additionally, the arguments raised 
above align with one conclusion drawn from the literature. That is that inclusion is an active 
process based on a voluntary basis that requires action from organizations (Tapia, 2009).  
Diversity Dimensions 
Inspired by the literature, I also decided to analyze which diversity dimension and how many 
diversity attributes are addressed in the case tools. Based on Perry & Li’s (2019) and Cachat-
Rosset et al.’s (2017) studies, I was already able to conclude in the literature review that (1) 
diversity assessment tools appear to be mainly focused on surface-level attributes and (2) 
within the surface-level diversity attributes, organizations evaluate both diversity in general 
and specific diversity attributes (see Section 2.3.2). This focus on surface-level attributes 
within assessment tools overlaps with the dominance of diversity studies on surface-level 
diversity (Jackson et al., 2003) and is most likely caused by the same reason, i.e., that 
surface-level diversity is easier to evaluate than deep-level diversity (e.g. Harrison et al., 




This empirical study verifies the findings of the literature review. All of the case tools assess 
diversity practices only in terms of surface-level diversity attributes. Moreover, most of the 
tools refer to diversity generally. The only exceptions are Business Finland, which focuses 
predominantly on nationality, the Ryerson University Diversity Institute, which puts a slight 
focus on gender diversity, and finally the tool by Red Acoge, which stands out by addressing 
four concrete diversity variables. What can be criticized about the tools that addressed 
diversity generally is that most of them lack a clear definition of diversity inside the tool. 
However, when interpreting these findings, it needs to be taken into account that one of the 
selection criteria for the case tools was that they address diversity in the most general way 
possible. Thus, generalizing conclusions concerning which and how many diversity 
attributes are addressed in diversity assessment tools, should be drawn carefully.  
In a perfect world, organizations would evaluate all kinds of attributes how their employees 
are diverse. Therefore, in order to make their employees feel belonged and included, it 
would, of course, be fruitful for organizations to comprehend not only the apparent 
characteristics of their employees, but also their attitudes, values, or personality. This could 
intensify the positive effects of diversity such as innovation or creativity, for example, since 
friction between staff could be reduced and everyone could perform in their best possible 
way.  
This thesis shows, however, that in reality organizations are far from reaching this scenario. 
Personally, I don’t think this should be interpreted too negatively, however. Because as 
shown in the literature review, there is a growing interest in diversity both academic- and 
practice-wise, which presumably also leads to more organizations evaluating diversity. 
Therefore, I assume that over the course of time there might be a stronger focus on the 
assessment of deep-level diversity. Further, it has to be critically reflected whether an 
evaluation of deep-level diversity attributes is valuable in terms of the potential benefits that 
could be achieved due to the assessment in contrast to the time that would have to be put in. 
This time extensiveness and the complications of assessing deep-level diversity are the 
reasons why studies on deep-level diversity only account for roughly 10% of diversity 
research (Jackson et al., 2003). One recommendation I personally see how organizations 
could assess some of the deep-level diversity attributes are personality tests. With the 
voluntary participation of the employees, organizations could conduct standardized, existing 
personality tests in order to explore how their staff likes to work, what roles they commonly 




For the time being, I therefore believe that a strong focus on surface-level diversity in 
assessment tools is justifiable. However, I agree with the criticism raised by one of the 
interviewees who stated that “unfortunately, I think many tools even only focus on gender”. 
While this comment is focused on gender specifically, it does underline the reduction of 
diversity to only one surface-level diversity attribute. I share this opinion and believe that 
the focus of a diversity assessment tool should not be on one diversity attribute only. On the 
contrary, I argue that an assessment tool should assess diversity across multiple diversity 
attribute since the practices may, of course, diverge greatly between specific attributes such 
as gender diversity and ethnic diversity, for example. Consequently, I recommend that 
organizations break down diversity into several, concrete attributes. The tool developed by 
Red Acoge serves as a great example of this.  
5.2 Model for a Holistic Diversity Assessment 
In this chapter, I present a model that entails core domains to conduct a holistic diversity 
assessment in an organization. This model is primarily based on the eight case tools of my 
qualitative study but also incorporates the findings of the conducted expert interviews as 
well as the literature review. From the case tools, I extracted the relevant information by 
synthesizing their domains and indicators, which were thoroughly present in each within-
case analysis. In the interviews, participants were asked to talk about their experiences with 
diversity assessment tools. If an interviewee had never seen or worked with a diversity 
assessment tool before, I conducted a creative exercise with the participant in which I 
discussed what they would include in a diversity assessment tool if they were to develop 
their own. From the literature, I gained relevant insights in terms of what broader assessment 
areas are commonly included in a diversity assessment tool.  
Given the extensive discussion throughout this thesis that there does not – and maybe should 
not – exist a universally applicable tool for diversity assessment, my model serves as a 
guideline and source of inspiration rather than a template for a diversity assessment tool. 
Organizations could utilize the model as a starting point when exploring their options of how 
to conduct a diversity assessment in their organization. When setting up the assessment tool 
it is crucial that organizations adapt the domains based to their own needs and maturity in 




In the following, I now present my model for a holistic diversity assessment and elaborate 
on the respective parts of the model. After the presentation of the model, I conclude this 
section by explicating some important considerations for a holistic diversity assessment.   
 
Figure 23. Model for a Holistic Diversity Assessment 
During the creation of the holistic model, I followed one crucial assumption. I assumed that 
a holistic diversity assessment should cover all those areas of an organization where diversity 
is present and affects the way business is done. Ultimately, a successfully diverse and 
inclusive organization is required to have their diversity practices deeply attached to all of 
their business core functions.  
Although the previous chapters of the cross-case analysis demonstrate that the diversity 
assessment tools differ in many aspects (e.g. context, development process, response 
formats), the consistency in the tool’s themes suggest a certain degree of consensus on the 
key characteristics of a holistic diversity assessment. However, the cross-case analysis also 
shows that, with the exception of the Centre for Global Inclusion, all case tools lack an 
explanation of the relationship between their tool’s themes. In my opinion, it is crucial for 
organizations to understand how certain domains are related to each other, which is why I 
believe that survey providers should try to communicate this to the participating 
organizations stronger.  
It is for this reason that I decided to design a model that lists the most important diversity 
assessment domains while visualizing the relationship between them. In total, the model for 
a holistic diversity assessment consists of 11 domains that are subordinated into three 
different categories: (1) foundation, (2) diversity across the value chain, and (3) connectors. 
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In the following subsections, I now elaborate what each of these categories entails and how 
the categories are related to each other. Ultimately, these elaborations will clarify why I 
designed the model in the shape of a house.  
Foundation 
The foundation for a holistic diversity assessment tool, depicted as the foundation of the 
house, incorporates all those domains that are indispensable for an effective D&I program. 
Without some minimum progress in these domains, the other areas of an organization are 
doomed to fail. There are three domains that stood out in particular during the analysis of 
the case tools. These are leadership commitment, governance, and D&I vision and strategy. 
All of the case tools included an assessment of leadership commitment in their domains. The 
perception that leadership commitment is crucial for the success of diversity progress was 
also echoed by all of the interview participants. When I asked the interviewees about one of 
the best diversity practices that they have observed in their professional career, one of the 
participants responded: 
“The best scenarios are the companies where there is a true will and where there 
are resources to address these questions. There is time, money, and people who are 
in charge. There are clear responsibilities. Those are the companies who actually 
will create change.” 
This comment matches with the recommendation raised by some scholars that a successful 
workplace diversity requires long-term allocation of funding by the leadership (Kreitz, 2008; 
Thomas, 1990). Further, it aligns with Hubbard’s (2004) and Buttner et al.’s (2004) 
argument that leadership commitment represents a crucial factor needed to drive diversity 
change. Another interviewee commented on the importance of the leadership commitment 
by stating that “all leaders need to be on board with the whole concept”, referring to 
increasing diversity in the workplace.  
One interesting discussion that emerged during the interviews was the question whether 
diversity can be considered a top-down or bottom-up approach. Based on the literature 
review, I concluded that in order to conduct a successful diversity assessment, both bottom-
up and top-down commitment is required (e.g. Hubbard, 2004). Yet, most of the literature 
points out the specific importance of leadership commitment rather than the attitude or 
commitment of the employees. One of the interviewees, however, emphasizes the 




„So yes, it is top down because the power of making change happen lies with the 
leadership. But the power of implementing is mostly with the employees. If they 
don't implement, if the whole company doesn’t implement, it will not work.“ 
Moreover, two interviewees addressed the attitude of the leadership more generally, saying: 
“If there is no intention, then there is no action.” 
“There is literally no way I would work with a client who does not want to develop, 
change, or transform.” 
In addition to leadership commitment, many tools perceived it as relevant to assess whether 
the governance structure within an organization takes diversity into account or not. This 
means that an organization has clearly assigned roles for diversity responsibilities (e.g. 
diversity officers) and outlines an action plan for how they intend to improve diversity 
related practices in the organization. In this context, one interviewee suggests the 
implementation of diversity boards that “oversee how diversity strategies are put into 
practice” and ensure that these strategies “actually deliver what they are supposed to”. The 
importance of clearly assigned responsibilities is also addressed in the first quote of this 
subsection.  
Closely related to the governance, almost all tools included a domain that evaluated whether 
organizations developed a strong rationale for a D&I vision and strategy, and if it is aligned 
to the organizational goals. Here, some of the case tools also suggested to evaluate whether 
an organization has made a business case for diversity by setting diversity related 
performance goals, for example. 
Interestingly, all three foundational domains were addressed by most of the tools at the 
beginning of the tool. Even though the tools did not classify these domains under any 
category, this may imply that organizations consider them to be of special importance.  
Diversity across the value chain 
The domains under the category ‘diversity across the value chain’ represent a wide range of 
domains that, in one way or another, all contribute to the core functions of a business. As 
Figure 23 shows, these domains are built on top of the three foundational domains mentioned 
before. The terminology ‘value chain’, originally introduced by Porter in 1985, was used in 
the tool of the Ryerson University Diversity Institute. Even though not all of the domains 
represent primary functions of a value chain, I still considered this terminology an 




Under the Human Resources domain, it can be assessed how diversity is embedded in the 
recruitment process, for example, or if there is a system for diversity complaints in place. 
Human Resource activities are also the ones that are most affected by legislative 
requirements such as equal employment opportunities. Therefore, it is fruitful to assess if an 
organization goes beyond compliance with laws or only invests the minimum. The 
Education and Training domain is suitable to evaluate existing diversity training efforts for 
staff or developed educational resources. The Marketing domain analyzes media and 
advertisement efforts such as if diverse and inclusive language is used. Product & Service 
Development evaluates if the products cater a diverse customer group and if the services are 
inclusive. External Stakeholders represent a relatively large domain, assessing for example 
how diverse customers and suppliers of an organization are, or if an organization actively 
promotes diversity in local communicates or through partnerships. According to the Centre 
for Global Inclusion, such stakeholder relationship as well as other external domains like 
marketing are known to have the biggest impact on the business case for diversity. Lastly, 
the Organizational Culture domain looks into the inclusiveness of an environment, which is 
expressed, for example, through showing cultural and religious sensitivity.  
The relevance of multiple of the abovementioned domains is affirmed by the interviewed 
diversity and inclusion experts. One of them promotes the importance of evaluating Human 
Resource practices, and comments: 
“Then another diversity aspect could maybe be called diversity audit, looking at 
HR processes, for instance, and breaking it down by demographics. How many 
ethnic minorities do we meet in the job interview base? How many are employed? 
How will they proceed? What bottlenecks do we have? Where do people get stuck 
in the organization?  
Further, two interviewees suggest focusing on the feeling of inclusiveness of employees and 
also highlight the role of training and marketing. This aligns with the ‘Organizational 
Culture’, ‘Education and Training’, and ‘Marketing’ domains of the model.  
“And we then need to somehow assess, like, how the employees are feeling? Do they 
feel included? (…) Then how the trainings are doing? (…) What is the rate of 
success and how sensitive or how empathetic are the employees? (…) Are their job 
advertisements inclusive? Is the media or PR that they are doing inclusive?” 
 
“And then another perspective to diversity measurements would be the inclusion 
part. How does our personnel experience different situations in their work life?” 
As these elaborations show, the domains of the ‘diversity across the value chain’ category, 




to recall the three perspective for a comprehensive organizational assessment, which were 
introduced by Siegel et al. (2003) in the literature review. The three suggested levels are the 
administrative, service, and individual level, all of which are also covered in the model (see 
Chapter 2.3.2 for more information).  
Connectors 
The connectors are domains that connect and span across all other domains. Therefore, they 
are depicted as the roof of the house model (see Figure 23) since they affect both the domains 
in the ‘foundation’ as well as the ‘diversity across the value chain’ categories.  
The D&I Communication domain assesses whether an organization is considerate and 
inclusive in their communication measures. This refers to all internal and external 
communication, which is why this domain is not listed under the ‘diversity across the value 
chain’ section. An example of what a D&I communication indicator could assess is the 
reporting of the achieved D&I progress or if the internal communication measures are in 
alignment with the rest of the diversity practices.  
The Monitoring and Evaluation evaluates whether an organization has metrics and other 
measurements in place that track the progress of diversity within an organization and 
whether the progress is critically evaluated. One form of Monitoring and Evaluation can also 
include the assessment of employees’ attitudes or opinions, which demonstrates the clear 
link between this ‘connector’ domain and the Organizational Culture. The importance of 
having appropriate diversity related metrics in place was echoed by all interviewed diversity 
and inclusion experts.  
Important Considerations for a Holistic Diversity Assessment 
To conclude this section, I want to reiterate some important considerations that I perceive as 
relevant for conducting a holistic diversity assessment. First of all, it is crucial to point out 
that the model discussed in this chapter is not a diversity assessment tool and should not be 
copied as such in a one-to-one fashion without reflecting on which domains are most suitable 
to assess in the individual context. The claim that there does not exist a one-fits-all diversity 
assessment tool is voiced by many scholars (e.g. Harper et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2009; 
Wheeler, 1996) and supported by this thesis. In alignment with this, two of the diversity 
experts affirm the importance of not carelessly copying a diversity assessment tool. 
“But it really depends on the maturity of the organization. (…) I think to get the 




to have different sets of measurements for companies and different levels on their 
diversity journeys.”  
“And your challenges might be different in different parts of the organization. So 
organizations have to avoid the temptation to start following best practices from 
other companies and trying out something that somebody else had tried out (…)” 
Nonetheless, I can conclude insights on how many domains might be considered ideal to 
include in a diversity assessment tool. Based on the comparison of organizational assessment 
reviews from the diversity and cultural competence field (see Chapter 2.3.2), I demonstrated 
that the authors suggest including between four and nine domains. Hubbard (2004) adds that 
the number of recommended indicators should range around 25.  
This aligns closely with the number of domains and indicators included in the diversity 
assessment case tools. With the exception of the highly detailed, educational tool of the 
Centre for Global Inclusion, the tools were mostly of a similar length, and thus level of detail. 
The number of domains span from four to 14, and most of the tools include around 30 
indicators in their tool. Ultimately, this corroborates Ford & Evans’s (2002) suggestion of 
designing an organizational assessment tool that is as simple as possible. Moreover, 
Hubbard’s (2004) concession that organizations typically should develop significantly more 
indicators to then be able to “pick & choose” based on the given circumstances of the 
assessment is a relevant consideration for organizations. In fact, Business Finland has 
undergone exactly such process. In the interview with Ainla (2020) she told me the 
following:   
“Originally, we had more than 63 questions in the survey, but had to exclude many 
of them to design a tool with an as low as possible threshold.”  
- Interview with Ainla (2020)  
To conclude, this section introduced a model for a holistic diversity assessment, which 
provides an overview of eleven important diversity domains and visualizes the relationship 
between them. It is designed in the shape of the house since there are foundational domains 
in which a certain progress of diversity is indispensable. On the foundation of these domains, 
the core functions of an organization are based. Naturally, across such functions diversity is 
present and can be assessed. Lastly, the roof of the house are the connectors that connect all 





5.3 Implications for the Talent Boost Index 
In this chapter, I now relate the findings of my qualitative research on diversity assessment 
tools to the tool developed by Business Finland. First, I critically evaluate the Talent Boost 
Index in light of these findings. Based on this evaluation, I then derive recommendations for 
potential improvement measures to the Talent Boost Index. Both the evaluation of the Talent 
Boost Index as well as recommendations for improvements represent two practically 
oriented objectives of my thesis since this research is commissioned by Business Finland.  
5.3.1 Evaluation  
In the first part of this evaluation, I highlight similarities and distinguishing factors of the 
Talent Boost Index across the analysis parameters of my research. In the second part, I then 
discuss the underlying structure and themes of the Talent Boost Index by comparing them 
to the model for a holistic diversity assessment that was discussed in Chapter 5.2.  
General Evaluation 
Outside the Talent Boost Index’s content, there are three similarities between the Talent 
Boost Index and the other seven case tools that I want to point out in particular.  
Firstly, it became evident that just like Business Finland, most of the other organizations that 
stand behind the case tools are public institutions, or organizations that are largely state 
funded. While this needs to be critically assessed against the selection criteria that tools had 
to be publicly available, it still shows that local governments are taking an active role in 
improving diversity and inclusion in their countries. This finding is supported by the fact 
that most of the tools were developed as part of larger projects and are thus no stand-alone 
instrument. Just like the Talent Boost Index serves as a crucial resource for the Talent Boost 
program, other organizations offer their tools in combination with other services as well. 
Secondly, it can be observed that the perspective from which Business Finland promotes 
diversity coincides with multiple of the case tools. Addressing diversity primarily from a 
needs perspective, particularly within the tool itself, appears to be a common practices 
among diversity assessment tools. Thirdly, I found that the concept of scoring and 
classifying respondents into particular profiles is a common approach not only used in the 
Talent Boost Index, but by multiple of the case tools. Presumably, the organizations have 




performing areas, and consequently support in deriving and prioritizing the most effective 
improvement measures (Harper et al., 2006).  
Along these three main similarities, there a numerous characteristic of the Talent Boost 
Index that distinguish it from the majority of the case tools and make it unique. The following 
paragraphs highlight six of these differentiating characteristics.  
One of the differences can be found in the context in which the Talent Boost Index was 
developed. It has been established throughout this thesis that diversity management, and thus 
also the assessment of diversity practices, is affected by multiple factors such as legislation, 
social policies, or global demographic changes. Not surprisingly, the analysis of this research 
therefore demonstrates that the Talent Boost Index is the only tool that was created in the 
context of migration and with the overall objective of closing a labor shortage in a country 
since every tool emerged in its own specific context. Closely related to the individual context 
of the Talent Boost Index, a second differentiating characteristic is that the Talent Boost 
Index is the only case tool that specifically targets SMEs. All of the other tools are suitable 
for organizations of all sizes. As a third factor, the specific focus of the Talent Boost Index 
on assessing readiness can be pointed out. None of the other tools aims at evaluating how 
ready managers and employees are to embrace diversity within the organization. Perhaps, 
this can be explained by the fact that internal readiness is known to be hard to assess 
(Wentling, 2000).  
Fourth, it is to be noted that the Talent Boost Index belongs to the minority of the tools that 
underwent a thorough testing process with target group organizations as well as D&I experts. 
In that way, Business Finland increases the validity and reliability of their tool (see Ford & 
Evans, 2002). Additionally, if Business Finland would transparently inform the participants 
of the development process of their tool, they could also gain an improved credibility. As a 
fifth distinguishing characteristic, the Talent Boost Index stands out for its use of diverse 
response types. It is the only tool among the three online tools that uses trigger questions, 
and the only tool that uses a matrix as response format. This showcases that Busines Finland 
leverages the opportunities they have of offering a diversity assessment tool online. Lastly, 
I want to point out that the Talent Boost Index is the only case tools that clearly focuses on 
one attribute of diversity only, in this case nationality. While I understood from internal 
discussions with Business Finland employees that this focus on nationality is intended, I 
believe this could be communicated more strongly to the participants, for instance in the 




a diversity assessment that covers multiple diversity attributes could criticize Business 
Finland for this narrow focus and be disappointed.  
Evaluation of the Themes of the Talent Boost Index 
In the within-case analysis, I presented Business Finland’s underlying model of the Talent 
Boost Index, which was provided to me for this thesis. The model consists of three layers. 
In the center of the model, Business Finland positioned the ‘will of leadership’ since they 
believe that the willingness of the leadership determines whether an organization becomes 
internationally diverse or not. Around the ‘will of leadership’, Business Finland listed six 
core areas that, according to them, represent the key reasons for organizations to not become 
internationally diverse. Given that the Talent Boost Index evaluates an organization’s 
capabilities to hire foreign professionals, these six reasons were considered most fruitful to 
assess and thus represent the core domains of the tool. These six domains are: (1) 
recruitment, (2) management, (3) work culture, (4) customers, (5) communication, and (6) 
directions and processes. The third layer of the model lists organic outcomes that can be 
achieved when an organization actively tackles these six core areas. This third layer will not 
be of importance for this analysis, however, since the effects of diversity are not in the focus 
of this thesis. For an overview of the model and a more extensive elaboration, please refer 
to Figure 7 in Chapter 4.1. 
This research shows that the will of leadership is indeed of crucial importance for 
organizations. As extensively discussed in the previous chapters, this finding was verified 
by all of the three data sources: existing literature, the case tools, and the expert interviews. 
However, this research does not verify, if the will of leadership is the sole or most dominant 
factor that drives organizations to addresses diversity management and increase the 
diversification of their workforce. In turn, both the literature and interviewed experts point 
out that diversity can be a top-down and bottom-up approach. Therefore, I can conclude that 
the foundation of Business Finland’s model is certainly correct, and the will of leadership is 
likely to be a predominant factor for an organization to become internationally diverse. Yet, 
the attitude of employees may represent another determining factor, and there might be 
additional factors not analyzed in this thesis that may cause the diversification of an 
organization (e.g. changes in legislation or competitive pressure).  
In terms of the domains covered by the Talent Boost Index, it can be concluded that the tool 
conducts a holistic diversity assessment since it covers many of the domains listed in the 




are represented in the model. Additionally, there were other areas addressed in the Talent 
Boost Index, albeit not listed in listed in Business Finland’s model, which coincide with the 
holistic model for diversity assessment (e.g. ‘Education & Training’ or ‘Governance’). 
Given that the Talent Boost Index only lacks four of the domains included in the holistic 
model (‘D&I Vision & Strategy’, ‘External Stakeholders’, ‘Product & Service 
Development’, and 'Monitoring & Evaluation’) and includes domains from each of the level 
of the model (Foundation, Diversity across the value chain, Connectors), I therefore 
concluded that the Talent Boost Index is a holistic tool for diversity assessment, albeit for 
nationality related diversity only.  
5.3.2 Recommendations 
The previous section evaluated the Talent Boost Index in comparison to the other case tools, 
the literature, as well as the conducted expert interviews. Multiple strengths were identified, 
but some areas for improvement did emerge as well. Since Business Finland plans to revamp 
the Talent Boost Index and launch a second version of the survey sometime in 2021, in this 
section, I therefore present four areas in which I see the biggest improvement potential for 
the Talent Boost Index. My recommendations consist of working on the following aspects 
of the tool: (1) content, (2) structure and user-friendliness, (3) performance report, and (4) 
name. While they are presented in this order, I consider them all equally relevant 
recommendations.  
First, I recommend to discuss the current content of the Talent Boost Index and explore the 
possibility of adding additional domains. As presented in the previous section, the Talent 
Boost Index already covers fundamental domains for a holistic diversity assessment. 
However, there are four domains of the holistic diversity assessment model that are not yet 
addressed in the Talent Boost Index: ‘D&I Vision & Strategy’, ‘External Stakeholders’, 
‘Product & Service Development’, and 'Monitoring & Evaluation’. Therefore, I believe that 
it would be fruitful to evaluate whether including one, or multiple, of these domains into a 
Talent Boost Index 2.0 could be of value for Business Finland.   
Second, I encourage Business Finland to improve the structure and user-friendliness of the 
survey through two concrete measures: permanently visible headings and a category outline. 
As elaborated in the within-case analysis (see Chapter 4.1), the Talent Boost Index is 
constructed in a very simple and modern design, which may come at the cost of reduced 




other case tools, both offline and online, are more structured in that sense since the headings, 
or domains, are permanently displayed. If technically feasible, I therefore recommend 
making the survey’s headings permanently visible in order to improve the user-friendliness 
of the Talent Boost Index. Further, many of the case tools characterize by briefly mentioning 
their categories in the introduction. Thus, I also recommend implementing one paragraph in 
the introduction or welcoming message that outlines what a survey-taking organization can 
expect in terms of the content of the Talent Boost Index.    
Third, I suggest updating the performance report by focusing on two issues: benchmarking 
and encouragement to retake. On the one hand, the analysis has shown that organizations are 
interested in comprehending how they are performing in comparison to other organizations 
of their size or industry. Some of the case tools, for example, include a scoring system that 
benchmarks an organization’s performance. Therefore, I would recommend relating the 
individual performance of an organization to the anonymized performance of other 
participating organizations. On the other hand, inspired by multiple of the case tools, I would 
add a sentence in the performance report which encourages organizations to retake the Talent 
Boost Index after a certain period of time (e.g. one year). In that way, organizations could 
benefit by being able to see their progress over time. Ultimately, this would allow 
organizations to approach diversity more strategically and seek systematic improvement 
rather than just quick fixes (see Mathews, 1998). 
Last but not least, I advise to consider a change of name of the Talent Boost Index to enhance 
the searchability of the survey through search engines. The overview of the selected case 
tools in Table 3 (see Section 3.2.3) demonstrates that the Talent Boost Index is the only 
diversity assessment tool in this multiple case study that does not include ‘diversity’ or 
‘inclusion’ in its name. While the existence of these two words in the name of the case tools 
may, of course, be partly caused by the diversity and inclusion related search words I used, 
it does represent one minor flaw of the Talent Boost Index. I believe that right now the Talent 
Boost Index might go fairly unnoticed by the algorithms of search engines. To prevent this 
in the future, I therefore recommend a change of name. By renaming the survey into Talent 
Boost Diversity Index, for example, I am convinced that the searchability through search 
engines could already be enhanced significantly while the original name of the survey would 






As the example of the Black Lives Matter movement has demonstrated this year, racial 
inequalities and discrimination are still present in institutional and social structures, and 
organizations across the world are far from being equitable workplaces for diverse groups 
of any kind (Faragher, 2020). Coupled with the fact that global workforces are becoming 
even more diverse due to growing populations and global migration flows (e.g. Mor Barak, 
2016), logically, more and more attention is being paid to diversity management. As a result, 
understanding how diverse and inclusive an organization’s policies and practices are, 
becomes increasingly relevant as well. Therefore, this study on organizational diversity 
assessment addresses a timely research topic.  
The purpose of this thesis was to conduct a global review of diversity assessment tools and 
to examine how these tools compare across a number of analysis criteria. Consequently, I 
chose to carry out a multiple case study of eight diversity assessment tools, which was 
complemented by insights gained from four semi-structured interviews with diversity and 
inclusion experts. Driven by the empirical objectives of this thesis, I reviewed existing 
literature on the global context of diversity management, examined the research field of 
diversity more in-depth, and particularly discussed prior studies on organizational diversity 
assessment to establish how diversity assessment tools can be set up and used. These insights 
from the literature review served as fundamental input for the discussion of the empirical 
findings gained through the case tool analysis and expert interviews.  
This chapter summarizes the main results of the thesis and provides an answer to the 
underlying research question of this study. Further, I explicate the theoretical and practical 
implications of my research. Lastly, I discuss the limitations of my study and derive 
suggestions for future research.    
6.1 Main Findings 
Throughout this study, I was guided by the following research question: “How do diversity 
assessment tools compare globally?”. Given the open-ended nature of this question, specific 
analysis parameters were defined prior to starting the data analysis. These parameters served 
to find a systematic answer to the research question and will now guide the summary of my 
main findings, highlighting relevant similarities and differences between the tools. A more 




The main conclusion of this study is that there does not exist a one-fits-all diversity 
assessment tool, and consequently no universally applicable approach to assess 
organizational diversity. This finding verifies the opinions of various scholars (e.g. Harper 
et al., 2006; Olavarria et al., 2009; Wheeler, 1996) and is rooted in numerous distinguishing 
factors discussed in this thesis. In the literature review, it became evident that diversity 
management is influenced by varying legislative and social policies. Further, the way how a 
diversity assessment tool is designed should carefully be linked to an organization’s size, the 
industry in which they operate, or simply the available resources they have at their disposal.  
My research attests similar findings and shows that the biggest difference between the case 
tools lies in the individual, local context in which each tool emerged. Most tools are 
embedded in local projects, which may hinder an applicability of that tool outside its context. 
Another interesting difference between the tools concerns their varying development 
processes, with some tools involving scholars or D&I experts in the process, for instance.  
The most important similarity between the analyzed diversity assessment tools concerns the 
domains that they cover. This consistency suggests a certain degree of consensus on the key 
components of a diversity assessment tool, which enabled me to develop a model for a 
holistic diversity assessment. While the creation of the model was primarily based on the 
analysis of the eight case tools, the included domains strongly align with the opinions of the 
four interviewed diversity and inclusion experts as well as existing studies on organizational 
assessment. The model conceptualizes eleven crucial domains to be considered for an 
organizational assessment. It also visualizes the mutual relationship between these eleven 
domains as they are subordinated into three categories, which are depicted in the structure 
of a house. The ‘Foundation’, which includes domains such as Leadership Commitment or 
Governance, represents indispensable domains that require a certain progress in order to 
ensure an effective operation of a D&I program. On the basis of these foundational domains, 
the ‘Diversity across the value chain’ category encompasses domains that reflect the core 
functions of an organization. These are, for instance, Human Resources, Marketing, Product 
& Service Development or External Stakeholders. Lastly, the roof of the house, the 
‘Connectors’, includes the domains of D&I Communication and Monitoring and Evaluation, 
which connect and span across all other domains of the model.  
Besides the overlap in the domains, this research reveals further noteworthy similarities 
between the case tools. First, most tools were developed by public institutions and stem from 




research (Jonsen et al., 2011; Roberson, 2019). Second, according to all but one of the case 
tools, diversity assessment tools seem to be tailored for organizations of all industries and 
sizes. Third, all tools characterize by only addressing surface-level attributes of diversity and 
most of tools define diversity in general terms. Hereby, my study verifies previous findings 
of Cachat-Rosset et al. (2017) and Perry & Li (2019) who found a similar focus on surface-
level attributes in diversity assessment tools. At last, the tools also share, in one way or 
another, the same purpose. That is that all tools serve as support instruments to help 
organizations evaluate their diversity efforts in times of increasing diversity. 
To conclude, the previous arguments provide a clear answer to the underlying research 
question of this study. On a global level, diversity assessment tools share many similarities, 
particularly in terms of their domains. However, they differ in crucial factors, which prohibit 
the existence of identical or universally applicable diversity assessment tools. Taking into 
account that organizations across the world that conduct a diversity assessment are subject 
to varying contextual factors, it is also unlikely that there will ever exist such one-fits-all 
diversity assessment tool. Nonetheless, organizations can, of course, leverage existing tools 
and adopt them according to their own needs. The model for a holistic diversity assessment 
that is provided in this thesis can serve for such purposes. 
6.2 Theoretical and Managerial Implications 
This study followed the notion of Cormer & Soliman (1996) and Trenerry & Paradies (2012) 
that there is limited research on organizational assessment in the field of diversity, despite 
the growing interest in diversity management research over the past decades (Yadav & 
Lenka, 2020). Trenerry & Paradies (2012) themselves conducted the most recent review on 
organizational assessment that I was able to locate within the scope of this literature review, 
Yet, their study had a focus on cultural competence within a health care context. Other 
reviews on organizational assessment from the diversity and cultural competence field date 
back as far as to the mid 2000s and even late 1990s (e.g. Hubbard, 2004; Olavarria et al., 
2005; Wheeler, 1996). Consequently, there is a clear need of current reviews on 
organizational assessment in the research field of diversity.  
Based on this identified research gap, this research contributes to existing literature by 
constituting a recent study of organizational diversity assessment, with a particular focus on 
diversity assessment tools. The eight diversity assessment tools analyzed in this study were 




assessment tools or have been updated in form of a revamped version. The fact that these 
diversity assessment tools are constantly being updated to incorporate the current changes 
in the diversity field, underlines the importance of regularly conducting research in this area 
as well. Consequently, I believe that the findings of this study on how diversity assessment 
tools compare globally are relevant for scholars. Particularly the holistic model for diversity 
assessment, which was created based on a synthesis of multiple data sources (i.e. eight 
diversity assessment tools, four expert interviews, and existing research), provides a valuable 
resource. The model conceptualizes eleven relevant domains for a diversity assessment and 
visualizes their mutual relationship by subordinating them in three categories.  
For leaders of organizations, this study has multiple implications as well. First of all, the 
included review of literature provides managers with clear instructions and 
recommendations on how to set up and use a diversity assessment tool. Besides these 
instructions, the literature review also explicates why conducting an organizational 
assessment of diversity practices is crucial, i.e. to identify strengths and weaknesses and 
derive areas for improvement (e.g. Ford & Evans; Truong et al., 2017).  
More importantly, in form of the model for a holistic diversity assessment, the empirical part 
of my thesis provides a valuable resource that can be used by managers. The study shows 
that the tools converge in terms of the domains that they typically include in a diversity 
assessment, even though my study also suggests that there is no one-fits-all tool for diversity 
assessment. Therefore, the model could serve as a guideline rather than a template for a 
diversity assessment tool. Organizations could use the model to explore their options of 
diversity assessment and design their own instrument for this purpose based on my model.   
In addition, this research permits managers to comprehend how crucial their own role, the 
role of leadership, is in the process of using a diversity assessment tool and for the overall 
success of diversity management. Effective diversity management is supported by leadership 
through clear commitments in terms of accountability and resources (i.e. time and funding) 
(Wentling, 2000). Ideally, managers also identify diversity management as a strategic 
activity and conduct diversity assessments in continuous cycles (Mathews, 1998).   
Lastly, this study demonstrates to managers that external assistance for evaluating diversity, 
e.g. by consultants, is not necessarily required. As the eight case tools of this empirical 
analysis as well as the literature review have shown, there are plenty of diversity assessment 
tools and relevant information available free of charge. Similar to the model for a holistic 




adapted to the respective purpose and defined needs of the respective organizations. One 
great educational resource that is freely available and most certainly worth looking into for 
any manager are the Global Diversity and Inclusion Benchmarks developed by the Centre 
for Global Inclusion. By harnessing free resources, managers can ultimately reduce costs 
(e.g. no consultancy fees), while still gaining credibility within the organization if the used 
resource has been proven to be reliable and valid.  
6.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
The findings of my thesis need to be interpreted against a backdrop of limitations, which 
generate new avenues for future research. Based on my methodological approach, I define 
multiple limitations for this study.  
First, this multiple case study is based on eight diversity assessment tools and four expert 
interviews. While the research yielded valuable findings on how diversity assessment tools 
compare, due to the qualitative nature of the conducted research, these findings cannot be 
considered representative but should rather be seen as an exploration of the topic. Thus, the 
findings of this research are only generalizable with limitations. In order to establish more 
proof of validity and reliability of my findings, further analysis and testing of my findings is 
required. In particular, it would be beneficial to conduct a quantitative analysis with a larger 
representative sample of organizations. Since this thesis has also demonstrated that there is 
a clear need for more recent research on organizational assessment in the field of diversity, 
this specific suggestion of validating my research findings aligns with my overall 
recommendation of conducting more research on organizational diversity assessment.  
Second, aside from the sample size, the generalization of the findings is also limited due to 
the strong Anglo-Saxon focus of the research. This emphasis is not only represented in the 
case tools but also the literature used for this study. Even though Klarsfeld et al. (2014) 
found that globally there is no significant divergence in the shape of diversity practices, the 
findings of my thesis, which were based predominantly on Anglo-Saxon case tools, may not 
represent an adequate representation of global diversity assessment practices. Thus, for 
future global reviews of diversity assessment tools, I suggest including a more 
geographically representative sample of case tools in the study. For example, it might be 
fruitful to identify at least one tool per continent in such a research since diversity 
management is known to be culture specific (Garcia-Prieto, 2003). Of course, this 




tool was published in since I consider it crucial that the tools can be analyzed in their original 
language to avoid misinterpretations due to linguistic reasons.  
Third, this research may also be limited by the dominance of diversity assessment tools that 
were developed by public institutions. As explicated in Chapter 5.1.1, it is indeed plausible 
that tools developed and offered by private companies might differ from tools that are 
developed by public institutions. Certainly, research on private companies could generate 
valuable insights. In a similar vein, I also second Roberson’s (2019) suggestion of studying 
diversity in a nonbusiness context. It would be interesting to see if the model for a holistic 
diversity assessment provided in this thesis, which is very business oriented since many 
domains assess diversity across the value chain, would still be applicable and relevant in a 
nonbusiness context.  
Fourth, the holistic model for diversity assessment created in his research implies that all 
domains are of equal value in an assessment tool. Future research could explore whether 
there are domains that are more relevant to assess than others. Potentially, recommendations 
could be derived that support organizations in prioritizing assessment domains in accordance 
with the respective context and available resources of an organization. In connection to the 
business case for diversity, researchers could also analyze in which domain improved 
progress would have the greatest impact for an organization.  
Fifth, I agree with Otaye-Ebede (2018) who states that there may be an overlap of assessment 
models and research from the diversity field with other research fields. While this research 
intentionally focuses on the field of diversity, particularly in the empirical part, I also draw 
on the cultural competence field in the literature review. Nonetheless, it would most certainly 
be fruitful to verify the findings concluded in this research by exploring additional research 
fields closely related to diversity, such as inclusion, for example.  
These limitations notwithstanding, this research makes an important contribution that has 
theoretical and managerial implications by being a recent review on organizational 
assessment in the field of diversity. The findings of my thesis constitute interesting insights 
on how diversity assessment tools compare globally across numerous parameters. Further, 
this thesis provides a holistic model for diversity assessment which has its foundation in 
multiple data sources and conceptualizes what domains are crucial for a holistic diversity 
assessment and how they may be connected to each other. Therefore, I highly recommend 
the use of the holistic model for diversity assessment and encourage further refinement and 





LIST OF REFERENCES 
Aalto University. (2013). Aalto University Code of Academic Integrity and Handling 
Violations Thereof. https://into.aalto.fi/display/ensaannot/Aalto+University+Code+of 
+Academic+Integrity+and+Handling+Violations+Thereof (accessed on 13.04.1020). 
Academy of European Law. (n.d.). Module 1: Overview of EU anti-discrimination law and 
human rights frameworks. https://www.era-comm.eu/anti-discri/e_learning/module1 
_intro.html (accessed on 15.10.2020). 
Adams, W. C. (2015). Conducting Semi-Structured Interviews. In Newcomer, K. E., 
Hatry, H. P., & Wholey, J. S. (2015). Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation, 
492-505. 
Addiction Technology Transfer Center (ATTC) Network. (2018, October 23). SAMHSA 
Funds the Mental Health Technology Transfer Center. https://attcnetwork.org/centers/ 
global-attc/news/samhsa-funds-mental-health-technology-transfer-center-network 
(accessed on 20.07.2020). 
Alon, S. (2015). Race, class, and affirmative action. Russell Sage Foundation. 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (2020a, February 28). 
Promoting diversity and inclusion for 50 years and counting. https://blog.aicpa.org/ 
2020/02/promoting-diversity-and-inclusion-for-50-years-and-counting.html#sthash 
.EDrUMAJD.mh21Y7y4.dpbs (accessed on 17.07.2020). 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (2020b, May 11). 
Accounting firms lead the way to a more diverse business environment. https://blog. 
aicpa.org/2020/05/accounting-firms-lead-the-way-to-a-more-diverse-business-
environment.html#sthash.mJLgkh4D.DgMrisss.dpbs (accessed on 18.07.2020). 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (n.d.-a). AICPA Mission and 
History. https://www.aicpa.org/about/missionandhistory.html (accessed on 
17.07.2020). 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (n.d.-b). Diversity and 
Inclusion. https://www.aicpa.org/career/diversityinitiatives.html (accessed on 
18.07.2020). 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (n.d.-c). Diversity and 





,marketplace%20and%20community%2Fsupplier%20relations (accessed on 
17.07.2020). 
American Psychiatric Association. (2017). Mental Health Disparities: Diverse Population. 
https://www.psychiatry.org/psychiatrists/cultural-competency/education/mental-
health-facts (accessed on 20.07.2020). 
Ashburn-Nardo, L., Thomas, K. and Robinson, A.J. (2017). Broadening the conversation: 
why Black Lives Matter. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion, Vol. 36 No. 8, pp. 698-
706. 
Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC). (n.d.). FAQs. http://culturaldiversity. 
humanrights.gov.au/faqs.html (accessed on 12.06.2020). 
Bowen, S. (2004). Assessing the responsiveness of health care organizations to culturally 
diverse groups. Ph.D. thesis, University of Manitoba. 
Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2006). Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology. Qualitative 
research in psychology, 3, 77-101. 
Burstein, P. (Ed.). (1994). Equal employment opportunity: Labor market discrimination 
and public policy. Transaction Publishers. 
Business Finland. (2020). Talent Boost Index. https://survey.zef.fi/gqsgmtcs/index.html 
(accessed on 16.07.2020). 
Business Finland. (n.d.). About us. https://www.businessfinland.fi/en/for-finnish-
customers/about-us/in-brief/  (accessed on 16.07.2020). 
Cachat‐Rosset, G., Carillo, K., & Klarsfeld, A. (2019). Reconstructing the concept of 
diversity climate–a critical review of its definition, dimensions, and operationalization. 
European Management Review, 16(4), 863-885. 
Canadian Bankers Association. (2020, January 13). Representation of women at banks in 
Canada. https://cba.ca/representation-of-women-at-banks-in-canada (accessed on 
27.07.2020). 
Carstens, J., & De Kock, F. (2016). Firm-level diversity management competencies: 
Development and initial validation of a measure. The International Journal of Human 




Chan, H. & DiMauro, J. (2020, June 5). Black Lives Matter movement sparks outcry for 
corporations to show diversity gains. Thomson Reuters. https://blogs.thomsonreuters. 
com/answerson/black-lives-matter-corporate-diversity-gains/ (accessed on 
10.10.2020) 
Cloverpop. (2017). Hacking Diversity with Inclusive Decision Making. (only available 
upon request through email).  
Coale, A. J., & Zelnik, M. (2015). New estimates of fertility and population in the United 
States. Princeton University Press. 
Coffey, A. J., & Atkinson, P. A. (1996). Making sense of qualitative data: Complementary 
research strategies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Comer, D. R., & Soliman, C. E. (1996). Organizational efforts to manage diversity: Do 
they really work?. Journal of Managerial Issues, 470-483. 
Cox, T. H. (1991). The multicultural organization. Academy of Management Executive, 5, 
34-47. 
Cox, T.H., & Blake, S. (1991). Managing Cultural Diversity: Implications for 
Organizational Competitiveness. The Executive, 5(3), 45-56.  
Certified Public Accountant (CPA) Practice Advisor (2019, May 7). AICPA Launches 
Diversity Evaluation Tool. https://www.cpapracticeadvisor.com/firm-management/ 
news/21079508/aicpa-launches-diversity-evaluation-tool (accessed on 18.07.2020) 
Creswell, J. (1998) Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design. Choosing among Five 
Traditions, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Crosby, F. J., Iyer, A., & Sincharoen, S. (2006). Understanding affirmative action. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 57, 585-611. 
Cukier, W., Smarz, S., & Yap, M. (2012). Using the Diversity Audit Tool to Assess the 
Status of Women in the Canadian Financial Services Sector: A Case Study. 
International Journal of Diversity in Organisations, Communities & Nations, 11(3). 
D’Netto, B., Shen, J., Chelliah, J., & Monga, M. (2014). Human resource diversity 
management practices in the Australian manufacturing sector. The International 




Deloitte Australia & Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission. (2012). 
Waiter, is that inclusion in my soup? – A new strategy to improve business 
performance. https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/au/Documents/human-
capital/deloitte-au-hc-diversity-inclusion-soup-0513.pdf (accessed on 11.06.2020). 
Dillon, J. T. (1984). The Classification of Research Questions. Review of Educational 
Research, 54(3), 327–361. 
Diversity & Inclusion Charter of Peel. (2011). Portraits of Peel: A Community Left Behind. 
https://www.peelregion.ca/health/youth/pdfs/Portaits-of-Peel-2011.pdf (accessed on 
15.07.2020). 
Diversity & Inclusion Charter of Peel. (2015a). Our story. http://dicharter.rdrpeel.org/our-
story/ (accessed on 15.07.2020). 
Diversity & Inclusion Charter of Peel. (2015b). Resource Library. http://dicharter.rdrpeel. 
org/resource-library/ (accessed on 16.07.2020). 
Diversity & Inclusion Charter of Peel. (2016a). Diversity and Inclusion Charter of Peel. 
http://dicharter.rdrpeel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/DI_Charter_English.pdf 
(accessed on 16.07.2020). 
Diversity & Inclusion Charter of Peel. (2016b). Achieving the Vision of an Inclusive Peel 
Region: A Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Organizational Self-Assessment Tool. 
http://dicharter.rdrpeel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/DEI-Organizational-SAT-Jan-
8-Booklet-Final-Copy.pdf (accessed on 15.07.2020). 
Diversity Collegium. (2020). The new home of the GDIB. 
http://www.diversitycollegium.org/globalbenchmarks.php (accessed on 06.07.2020). 
Dobbin, F., Kim, S., & Kalev, A. (2011). You can’t always get what you need: 
Organizational determinants of diversity programs. American Sociological 
Review, 76(3), 386-411. 
Dobbs, M. F. (1996). Managing diversity: lessons from the private sector. Public 
Personnel Management, 25(3), 351–67. 
Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of 




Ely, R., & Thomas, D. (2001). Cultural diversity at work: The effects of diversity 
perspectives on work group processes and outcomes. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 46, 229–273. 
Eriksson P., & Kovalainen, A. (2008). Qualitative methods in business research, London: 
Sage.  
European Commission. (n.d.). Diversity charters by EU country https://ec.europa.eu/info/ 
policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/combatting-discrimination/tackling-
discrimination/diversity-management/diversity-charters-eu-country_en (accessed on 
16.10.2020).  
Faragher, Jo. (2020, July 16). We need to talk about diversity and inclusion. People 
Management. https://www.peoplemanagement.co.uk/long-reads/articles/we-need-talk-
diversity-inclusion (accessed on 10.10.2020) 
Ford, M. W., & Evans, J. R. (2002). Models for organizational self-assessment. Business 
Horizons, 45(6), 25-32. 
Ford, M. W., & Evans, J. R. (2006). The role of follow‐up in achieving results from self‐
assessment processes. International Journal of Quality & Reliability Management. 
Forman, J. & Damschroder, L. (2007), Qualitative Content Analysis, Jacoby, 
L. and Siminoff, L. (Ed.) Empirical Methods for Bioethics: A Primer (Advances in 
Bioethics, Vol. 11), Emerald Group Publishing Limited, Bingley, pp. 39-62. 
Francesco, A. M. & Gold, B. A. (2005). International Organizational Behavior: Text, 
Cases, and Skills, 2nd edn. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson/Prentice Hall. 
Garcia-Prieto, P., Bellard, E., & Schneider, S. C. (2003). Experiencing diversity, conflict, 
and emotions in teams. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 52(3), 413–440. 
Glesne, C. (1999) Becoming Qualitative Researchers. An Introduction, 2nd ed., New 
York, NY: Allyn and Bacon. 
Harper, M., Hernandez, M., Nesman, T., Mowery, D., Worthington, J., & Issacs, M. 
(2006). Organizational cultural competence: A review of assessment protocols 
(Making children's mental health services successful series, FMHI pub. no. 240-2). 
Tampa, Florida: University of South Florida, Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health 




Harrison, D. A., Price, K. H., & Bell, M. P. (1998). Beyond relational demography: Time 
and effects of surface- and deep-level diversity on work group cohesion. Academy of 
Management Journal, 41, 96–107. 
Harvey, C. P. & Allard, M. J. (2015). Understanding and Managing Diversity. Sixth 
Edition. New Jersey US: Pearson.  
Horwitz, S. K., & Horwitz, I. B. (2007). The effects of team diversity on team outcomes: A 
meta-analytic review of team demography. Journal of Management, 33, 967–1015. 
Hubbard, E. E. (2004). The diversity scorecard: Evaluating the impact of diversity on 
organizational performance. Routledge. 
Hunt, V., Layton, D., & Prince, S. (2015). Why diversity matters. McKinsey&Company.  
Instituto Nacional de Estadísticas (INE). (2019). Población extranjera por nacionalidad, 
comunidades, sexo y año. https://www.ine.es/jaxi/Datos.htm?path=/t20/e245/p08/l0/ 
&file=02005.px#!tabs-tabla (accessed on 22.07.2020). 
Jablonski, H. W., & Schwarzenbart, U. (2011). Die Charta der Vielfalt: Unternehmen 
entdecken Diversity als Chance–und andere Organisationen auch. In Chancengleichheit 
durch Personalpolitik (pp. 543-546). Gabler. 
Jackson, J. (2011). A conversation with Fiona Bartels-Ellis. Equality Diversity and 
Inclusion: An International Journal, 30 (1), 75-84.  
Jackson, S. E., Joshi, A., & Erhardt, N. L. (2003). Recent research on team and 
organizational diversity: SWOT analysis and implications. Journal of Management, 
29, 801–830.  
Jackson, S. E., May, K. E., & Whitney, K. (1995). Understanding the dynamics of 
diversity in decision-making teams. In R. A. Guzzo & E. Salas (Eds.), Team decision-
making effectiveness in organizations (pp. 204–261). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Jayne, M. E. A., & Dipboye, R. L. (2004). Leveraging diversity to improve business 
performance: Research findings and recommendations for organizations. Human 
Resource Management, 43, 409–424. 
Jonsen, K., Maznevski, M. L., & Schneider, S. C. (2011). Diversity and its not so diverse 
literature: An international perspective. International Journal of Cross Cultural 




Kalev, A., Dobbin, F., & Kelly, E. (2006). Best Practices or Best Guesses? Assessing the 
Efficacy of Corporate Affirmative Action and Diversity Policies. American 
Sociological Review, 71, 589-617. 
Klarsfeld, A., Booysen, L. A. E., Ng, E., Roper, I., & Tatli, A. (Eds.). (2014). International 
handbook on diversity manage- ment at work: Country perspectives on diversity and 
equal treatment (2nd ed.). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.  
Kreitz, P. A. (2008). Best practices for managing organizational diversity. The Journal of 
Academic Librarianship, 34(2), 101-120. 
La Vanguardia. (2017, December 12). Execyl y Red Acoge, juntas en la promoción de la 
Gestión de la Diversidad en las empresas. https://www.lavanguardia.com/local/ 
castilla-leon/20171204/433416443501/execyl-y-red-acoge-juntas-en-la-promocion-de-
la-gestion-de-la-diversidad-en-las-empresas.html (accessed on 24.07.2020). 
Landwehr, J. (2016). Diversity Management Instruments in German Organizations: 
Effectiveness and Preferences from Corporate and Employee Perspectives. Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 4(6), 100-123. 
LaVeist, T. A., Richardson, W. C., Richardson, N. F., Relosa, R., & Sawaya, N. (2008). 
The COA360: A Tool for Assessing the Cultural Competency of Healthcare 
Organizations. Journal of Healthcare Management, 53(4), 257-267.  
Lynch, F. R. (1989). Invisible victims: White males and the crisis of affirmative action. 
Greenwood Press. 
Magoshi, E., & Chang, E. (2009). Diversity management and the effects on employees’ 
organizational commitment: Evidence from Japan and Korea. Journal of World 
Business. 
Maj, J. (2017a). Diversity Management Instruments in Polish Organisations. Journal of 
Corporate Responsibility and Leadership, 4(1), 39-54. 
Maj, J. (2017b). Intersections Between Diversity Management and Human Resources 
Management in Polish Enterprises. Journal of Corporate Responsibility and 
Leadership, 4(4), 69-83. 
Mathews, A. (1998). Diversity: A principle of human resource management. Public 




Mayring, P. (2003). Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse, Grundlagen und Techniken (8th ed.). 
Weinheim: Beltz, UTB 
Mental Health Technology Transfer Center (MHTTC) Network. (2018). Assessing 
Workforce Diversity: A Tool for Mental Health Organizations on the Path to Health 
Equity. http://www.cars-rp.org/_MHTTC/docs/Assessing-Workforce-Diversity-
Tool.pdf (accessed on 21.07.2020). 
Mental Health Technology Transfer Center (MHTTC) Network. (2020). About the 
MHTTC Network. https://mhttcnetwork.org/centers/mhttc-network-coordinating-
office/about-mhttc-network (accessed on 21.07.2020). 
Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: A sourcebook (2nd 
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Milliken, F. J. & Martins, L. L. (1996). Searching for common threads: understanding the 
multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Academy of Management 
Review, 21(2), 402–33. 
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment of Finland (TEM). (n.d.-a). Talent Boost 
Programme. https://tem.fi/en/talent-boost-en (accessed on 13.07.2020). 
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment of Finland (TEM). (n.d.-b). Frequently 
Asked Questions. https://tem.fi/en/frequently-asked-questions-about-talent-boost 
(accessed on 13.07.2020). 
Mohanty, S. (2009). Quality of Life and Cultural Diversity in Peel Region (Ontario, 
Canada). In Community Quality-of-Life Indicators: Best Cases III (pp. 123-154). 
Springer, Dordrecht. 
Mor Barak, M. (2016). Managing diversity: Toward a globally inclusive workplace. Sage 
Publications.  
Naudé, W. (2008). Conflict, disasters and no jobs: Reasons for international migration 
from Sub-Saharan Africa (No. 2008/85). WIDER Research Paper. 
O’Mara, J. & Richter, A. (2017). Global diversity and inclusion benchmarks: Standards for 
organizations around the world. The Centre for Global Inclusion. http://centrefor 





Olavarria, M., Beaulac, J., Belanger, A., Young, M., & Aubry, T. (2009). Organizational 
cultural competence in community health and social service organizations: how to 
conduct a self-assessment. Journal of Cultural Diversity, 16(4), 140-150. 
Olavarria, M., Beaulac, J., Bélanger, A., Young, M., & Aubry, T. (2005). Organizational 
cultural competence: Self-assessment tools for community health and social service 
organizations. Ottawa, ON: University of Ottawa. 
Otaye-Ebede, L. (2018). Employees’ perception of diversity management practices: scale 
development and validation. European Journal of Work and Organizational 
Psychology, 27(4), 462–476. 
Özbilgin, M., & Tatli, A. (2008). Global diversity management: An evidence based ap-
proach. Macmillan International Higher Education. 
Page, S. E. (2007). Making the difference: Applying a logic of diversity. Academy of 
Management Perspectives, 21(4), 6–20.  
Paradies, Y. (2006). A systematic review of empirical research on self-reported racism and 
health. International Journal of Epidemiology, 35(4), 888-901. 
Paradies, Y., Chandrakumar, L., Klocker, N., Frere, M., Webster, K., Burrell, M., & 
McLean, P. (2009). Building on our strengths: a framework to reduce race-based 
discrimination and support diversity in Victoria. Victorian Health Promotion 
Foundation.  
Patton, M. (1990) Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods, Newbury Park, 
CA: Sage. 
Patton, M. (1999). Enhancing the quality and credibility of qualitative analysis. HSR: 
Health Services Research. 34 (5) Part II. pp. 1189-1208. 
Pelled, L. H. (1996). Demographic diversity, conflict, and work group outcomes: An 
intervening process theory. Organization Science, 7, 615–631. 
Perry, E. L., & Li, A. (2019). Diversity Climate in Organizations. In Oxford Research 
Encyclopedia of Business and Management. 




Phillips, K. W., & Loyd, D. L. (2006). When surface and deep-level diversity collide: The 
effects on dissenting group members. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 99, 143–160. 
Phillips, K. W., Kim-Jun, S. Y., & Shim, S. H. (2011). The value of diversity in 
organizations: A social psychological perspective. Social Psychology and 
Organizations, 253–272.  
Portigal, S. (2013). Interviewing Users: How to Uncover Compelling Insights. New York: 
Rosenfeld Media, LLC.  
Red Acoge. (2015). Informe Final: Análisis de la gestión de la diversidad en la práctica de 
las españolas. http://indicediversidad.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/INFORME-
FINAL-ESTUDIO-INTEGRADO-GD-GRAN-EMPRESA_Dic_15.pdf (accessed on 
24.07.2020). 
Red Acoge. (n.d.). Gestion de la diversidad cultural. https://www.redacoge.org/es/ 
quehacemos/gestiondiversidad.html (accessed on 24.07.2020). 
Richard, O. (2000). Racial diversity, business strategy, and firm performance: A resource- 
based view. Academy of Management Journal, 43(2), 164-177.  
Roberson, Q. M. (2019). Diversity in the workplace: A review, synthesis, and future 
research agenda. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational 
Behavior, 6, 69-88. 
Romero-Valiente, J. M. (2018). Causas de la emigración española actual: la “movilidad 
exterior” y la incidencia de la crisis económica. Boletín De La Asociación De 
Geógrafos Españoles, (76), 303-328. 
Ryerson University. (n.d.-a). Dr. Wendy Cukier. https://www.ryerson.ca/tedrogersschool/ 
bm/faculty/wendy-cukier/ (accessed on 27.07.2020). 
Ryerson University. (n.d.-b). Diversity Institute. https://www.ryerson.ca/diversity/ 
(accessed on 28.07.2020). 
Shaw, D. O. & Kidwai, S. A. (2020, August 21). The global impact of the Black Lives 
Matter Movement, Part-2. The Geopolitics. https://thegeopolitics.com/the-global-




Shore, L. M., Randel, A. E., Chung, B. G., Dean, M. A., Ehrhart, K. H., & Singh, G. 
(2011). Inclusion and diversity in work groups: A review and model for future 
research. Journal of Management, 37(4), 1262–1289.  
Siegel, C., Haugland, G., & Chambers, E. (2002). Cultural competency in mental health 
systems of care: Selection and benchmarking of performance measures. The New 
York State Office of Mental Health, Nathan S. Kline Institute for Psychiatric 
Research, Center for the Study of Issues in Public Mental Health. 
Siegel, C., Haugland, G., & Chambers, E. D. (2003). Performance measures and their 
benchmarks for assessing organizational cultural competency in behavioral health care 
service delivery. Administration and Policy in Mental Health, 31, 141-170. 
Statistics Canada. (2015). Visible minority of person. https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/ 
p3Var.pl?Function=DEC&Id=45152 (accessed on 15.07.2020). 
Statistics Canada. (2016). Census Profile, 2016 Census. https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/ 
census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?B1=All&Code1=3521&Code2 
=35&Data=Count&Geo1=CD&Geo2=PR&Lang=E&SearchPR=01&SearchText=Peel
&SearchType=Begins&TABID=1 (accessed on 16.07.2020). 
Statistics Finland (2020). Decrease in birth rate slowed down in 2019. https://www.stat.fi/ 
til/synt/2019/synt_2019_2020-04-24_tie_001_en.html (accessed on 14.07.2020). 
Stoecker, R. (1991). Evaluating and Rethinking the Case Study. The Sociological 
Review, 39(1), 88–112 
Tapia, A.T. (2009). The inclusion paradox: The Obama era and the transformation of 
global diversity. Lincolnshire: Hewitt Associates.  
The Centre for Global Inclusion. (2017a). About the Centre for Global Inclusion. 
http://centreforglobalinclusion.org/about/#1582033198033-73d6a5f7-ad10 (accessed 
on 06.07.2020). 
The Centre for Global Inclusion. (2017b). Evolution of the GDIB. http://centreforglobal 
inclusion.org/evolution-of-the-gdib/ (accessed on 08.07.2020). 
The Centre for Global Inclusion. (2020). Announcing the 2021 GDIB Expert Panelists. 
Published June 14, 2020. http://centreforglobalinclusion.org/announcing-the-2021-




The Conference Board of Canada, Annual Report Card 2018: Advancing Diverse 
Leadership on Canada’s Corporate Boards (2018): p. 14–15.  
Thomas, D., & Ely, R. (1996). Making differences matter: A new paradigm for managing 
diversity. Harvard Business Review, 74(5), 79–90. 
Thomas, R. R., Jr. (1990). From affirmative action to affirming diversity. Harvard 
Business Review, 68, 107–117 
Tomlinson, F. and Schwabenland, C. (2010): Reconciling Competing Discourses of 
Diversity? The UK Non-Profit Sector Between Social Justice and the Business Case. 
Organization, 17(1), pp.101-121.  
Trenerry, B., & Paradies, Y. (2012). Organizational assessment: An overlooked approach 
to managing diversity and addressing racism in the workplace. Journal of Diversity 
Management (JDM), 7(1), 11-26. 
Trenerry, B., Franklin, H., & Paradies, Y. (2010): Review of audit and assessment tools, 
programs and resources in workplace settings to prevent race-based discrimination and 
support diversity. Victorian Heath Promotion Foundation (VicHealth), Carlton, 
Australia.  
Triandis, H. (1996). The importance of contexts in studies of diversity. In S.E. Jackson & 
M.N. Ruderman (Eds.), Diversity in work teams, 225–233.  
Triandis, H. C., Kurowski, L. L., & Gelfand, M. J. (1994). Workplace diversity. In H. C. 
Triandis, M. P. Dunnette, & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and 
organizational psychology, 2(4), 769–827). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists 
Press. 
Truong, M., Gibbs, L., Pradel, V., Morris, M., Gwatirisa, P., Tadic, M., ... & Calache, H. 
(2017). A cultural competence organizational review for community health services: 
Insights from a participatory approach. Health promotion practice, 18(3), 466-475. 
Tysiac, K. (2014). How to deliver successful diversity and inclusion results and benchmark 
your progress. Journal of Accountancy, October 20, 2014. https://www.journalof 
accountancy.com/news/2014/oct/201411114.html (accessed on 16.07.2020). 
U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. (2020). Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 






United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (2019). World Population 
Prospects 2019: Highlights. (available at: https://population.un.org/wpp/Publications/ 
Files/WPP2019_Highlights.pdf) (accessed on 06.10.2020) 
United States Census Bureau. (2015). Projections of the Size and Composition of the U.S. 
Population: 2014 to 2060. https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/ 
publications/2015/demo/p25-1143.pdf (accessed on 16.07.2020). 
Victorian Health (VicHealth). (2014). Localities Embracing and Accepting Diversity 
(LEAD) program: summary report, Victorian Health Promotion Foundation, 
Melbourne, Australia. https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/programs-and-projects/ 
localities-embracing-and-accepting-diversity (accessed on 12.06.2020). 
Wentling, R. M. (2000). Evaluation of diversity initiatives in multinational corporations. 
Human resource development international, 3(4), 435-450. 
Wheeler, M. L. (1996). Corporate practices in diversity measurement: A research report. 
Conference Board. 
Wheeler, M. L. (1998). Measuring diversity: A strategy for organizational effectiveness. 
Employment Relations Today, 25(1), 61-68. 
Williams, K. Y., & O’Reilly, C. (1998). Demography and diversity in organizations: A 
review of 40 years of research. In B. M. Staw & R. Sutton (Eds.), Research in 
organizational behavior (Vol. 21, pp. 77–140). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
Winters M.F. (2014). From Diversity to Inclusion: An Inclusion Equation. In Ferdman, 
B.M., and Deane, B.R. (eds.): Diversity at Work: The Practice of Inclusion. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 205-228.  
Yin, R. K. (2016). Qualitative research from start to finish. Second Edition. New York: 
The Guilford Press. 
York Region. (2014). Strengthening Diversity in Your Organization: A Self-Assessment 
Tool. http://p2pcanada.ca/wp-content/blogs.dir/1/files/2014/07/York-region-
Strengthening-Your-Organizational-Diversity-and-Inclusivity-A-Self-Assessment-





A Summary of Key Findings ....................................................................................... XX 
B List of Case Tools (incl. URLs) ............................................................................ XXIII 
C Primary Data Sources .......................................................................................... XXIV 
C.1 Expert Interviews ............................................................................................ XXIV 
C.2 Talent Boost Index related data sources .......................................................... XXIV 
D Interview Guide for Expert Interviews ................................................................XXV 
E List of Question Forums ...................................................................................... XXVI 




A SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
The table below lists the key findings of my research, which are based on the analysis of the eight 
diversity assessment tools, the four expert interviews, and the review of existing literature.   
Analysis Parameter Key Findings 
Background Information 
Organization Type  
& Origin 
Case tools are mostly public institutions 
Case tools predominantly stem from the Anglo-Saxon region, which 
algins with the Anglo-Saxon dominance of diversity literature (e.g. Jonsen 
et al., 2011) 
Development 
Process 
Case tools characterize by being based on other tools, and/or developed by 
scholars, and/or having gone through a prior testing process with the 
intended target audience/ D&I expert 
Organizations that affiliate their tools to experts and communicate this 
clearly can increase credibility (Ford & Evans, 2002) 
Publication Dates 
Case tools were published between 2012 and 2020 but are partly based on 
older versions, which demonstrates that diversity assessment is a timely 
but not new matter 
Studies on organizational diversity assessment are rather scarce and old 
(e.g. studies located during literature review were mainly published 
between 2004 and 2006, the most recent study is from 2012) 
Context & Purpose 
Biggest difference among the analysis parameter 
All but one tool were developed for a specific local context, yet, all case 
tools serve as support instruments to help organizations evaluate their 
diversity efforts in times of increasing diversity 
Diversity assessment tools are subject to varying contextual differences 
such as legislation, social policies or organizations’ industries (e.g. Harper 
et al., 2006) 
One interviewee argues that diversity assessment should be adopted based 
on organizations’ different levels on their diversity journeys/ progress 
Perspectives to 
Diversity  
Four perspectives defined based on literature review: social justice, 
business case, needs, and compliance 
In support documents or on website: diversity is mostly addressed from a 
business case and needs perspective 
Inside the tools: diversity is mostly addressed from a needs perspective 
Administration 
Type of  
Assessment Tool 
Case tools are questionnaires/surveys and represent one form of data 
collection for a diversity assessment besides interviews, focus groups, or 
documents reviews for a diversity assessment (e.g. Truong et al., 2017) 
Literature distinguishes between individual/organizational, 
internal/external, and qualitative/quantitative assessment forms; 
Case tools are with one exception organizational, internal (or self-) 
assessment tools that include both qualitative and quantitative indicators; 




Summary of Key Findings (cont’d) 
 
Analysis Parameter Key Findings 
Administration 
Target Group 
All but one tool are suitable for organizations of all sizes and industries  
Mixed recommendations both from the case tools as well as literature in 
terms of the assessor(s) to complete the tool: either individual (mostly 
manager) or assessment committee (see e.g. Trenerry & Paradies, 2012) 
According to one interviewee, MNEs are more diverse, but not more 
inclusive, and possess more diversity related practices that can be 
evaluated 
Response Formats 
Different response formats used: yes/no, lists, checklists or tick boxes, 
Likert-scales, matrices, and free-text fields 
Offline tools used one response format only, online tools used multiple  
Reporting &  
Follow-up 
Reporting & follow-up represents a crucial step to achieve tangible 
progress in diversity (Ford & Evans, 2002), retaking an assessment 
permits organizations to see progress over time, approach diversity more 
strategically, and seek systematic improvement (Mathews, 1998) 
All online tools provide performance reports; some offline tools provide 
self-evaluation instructions and templates  
Role of Inclusion and Diversity Dimensions 
Inclusion 
Inclusion considered important by interview participants, but barely 
addressed in the case tools 
“Diversity is the mix, inclusion is making the mix work” (Tapia, 2009, p. 
12); inclusion relies on voluntary action (Winters, 2014); in order to 




Diversity assessment tools seem to be mainly focused on surface-level 
(Cachat-Rosset et al., 2017; Perry & Li, 2019) 
Case tools focus on surface-level diversity, with most assessing diversity 
in general and no specific diversity attribute 
Model for a Holistic Diversity Assessment 
Domains 
Model includes 11 domains across 3 categories: 
- Foundation: Leadership Commitment, Governance, D&I Vision & 
Strategy 
- Diversity across the value chain: Human Resources, Education & 
Training, Marketing, Product & Service Development, External 
Stakeholders, Organizational Culture 
- Connectors: D&I Communication, Monitoring & Evaluation 







Summary of Key Findings (cont’d) 
 
Analysis Parameter Key Findings 
Model for a Holistic Diversity Assessment 
Quantity 
Case tools include between 4 and 14 domains and around 30 indicators/ 
questions 
Literature suggests between 4 and 9 domains (see Table 1) and around 25 
indicators (Hubbard, 2004); 
Diversity assessment tools should be designed as simple as possible (Ford 





B LIST OF CASE TOOLS (INCL. URLS) 
№ Organization  Tool Name URL 
1 American Institute of  
Certified Public 
Accountants  




2 Australian Human 
Rights  
Commission  




3 Business Finland Talent Boost Index https://survey.zef.fi/x7axsja4/in
dex.html  
4 The Centre for Global 
Inclusion 






5 Diversity and 
Inclusion Charter of 
Peel 









6 Mental Health 
Technology Transfer  
Center Network 
Assessing Workforce Diversity: 
A Tool for Mental Health 






7 Red Acoge Analysis of diversity 
management in the practice  
of Spanish companies 









8 Ryerson University 
Diversity Institute 











C PRIMARY DATA SOURCES 
C.1 Expert Interviews 
№ Name Job description Date Duration 
1 Dr. Jonna Louvrier Diversity and Inclusion Consultant 
Founder & CEO of Includia 
Leadership 
May 4, 2020 59 min 
2 Priyanka Banerjee Diversity and Inclusion Consultant 
CEO and co-founder of BusinessWiz 
May 7, 2020 1h2min 
3 Kamilla Sultanova Diversity and Inclusion Consultant May 12, 2020 1h35min 
4 Anneli Karlstedt  
& 
Bharti Mittal 
Inclusion and Diversity Leader at 
Nokia 
Inclusion & Diversity Manager at 
Nokia 
May 27, 2020 58 min 
 
C.2 Talent Boost Index related data sources 
№ Name Data Type Topic Date 
1 Regina Ainla & 
Satu Salonen* 
Memory Protocol Discussion of the Talent Boost 
Index Structure 
March 9, 2020 
2 Regina Ainla & 
Satu Salonen 
E-mail Extract Talent Boost Index Questions 
& Answers 
May 26, 2020 
3 Regina Ainla Video Interview Talent Boost Index Creation 
Process 




* Regina Ainla - Talent Boost Coordinator at Business Finland Oy 




D INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR EXPERT INTERVIEWS 
Introduction 
- Thank the participant for taking the time. 
- Reassure the consent to record interview and the use of the collected data for the 
thesis. 
- Elaborate the objective and structure of the interview. 
- Point out why they have been chosen for this interview.  
- Ask the participant if he/she is still willing to participate in this interview. 
- Tell participant that he/she can stop or break at any time and let me know if there are 
any questions he/she does not like to answer. 
- Ask if the participant has any questions prior to starting the interview. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
Part 1: Professional experience 
1. Can you tell me a little bit about your academic and/or practical experience in the 
diversity field? 
2. Can you think of any particular example where diversity was handled in an 
organization especially good or bad? 
Part 2: Diversity Assessment Tools (clarify what DAT means) 
3. Have you ever used or been in contact with a diversity assessment tool? 
-  If no, move to Part 3, if yes continue – 
4. Can you elaborate which tool that was and in what context you have used it?  
5. If you can remember, how was the diversity assessment tool structured? 
6. What were the questions or components of the tool about? 
Part 3: Assessing diversity in an organization 
7. How could diversity and inclusion be assessed in a company in your opinion? 
8. (Optional): What criteria would you suggest to analyze or measure? 
9. What role does the attitude towards diversity play within an organization in your 
opinion? 
10. Can you think of any possibility to assess such motivation towards diversity? 
11. How would you describe the relationship between leadership and diversity within 
an organization? 
Part 4: Outlook 
12. Considering the development of diversity over the past years and your own 
expertise: 
How do you see the future of diversity?  
Part 5: Closing 





E LIST OF QUESTION FORUMS 
Forum Date posted Focus Response? Language 
Researchgate.net 01.05.2020 Academic 3 responses English 
Ask.fm 02.05.2020 Many topics No response English 
Brainly.com 02.05.2020 Academic No response English 
Gutefrage.net 02.05.2020 Many topics No response German 
Quora.com 02.05.2020 Many topics No response English 
Yahoo Answers 02.05.2020 Many topics No response English 
 
 
 
